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, POLICY STUDY OF NON-SCHOOL USAGE 

1 OF MISSOURI PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Robert G . Kirby 

Dr. Robert Shaw Dissertation Supervisor 

ABSTRACT 

Purpose of Study: This study focused upon the 

rules and regulations that govern non-school use of 
public school facilities as adopted by boards of 
education in 165 Missouri Public School Districts. 

Procedure; Data were obtained from a 
questionnaire developed by the writer and policies 
returned school administrators of the school districts 
in the study. 

A chi-square test was utilized to determine if the 
school districts having written policies in effect 
regarding use of school facilities by non-school groups 
were different from those with no such policies 
relative to district enrollment, state classification 
status (AAA, AA, unclassified, accredited, provisional 
accreditation, unaccredited) , membership in the 
Missouri School Boards Association, and classification 
’ as being metropolitan or outstate districts. 
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R esults : It would appear from the data provided 

i that Missouri K-12 Public School Districts have taken 

full advantage of Missouri Statutes allowing non-school 
, use of facilities. The vast majority, 98 percent, of 

, the districts included in the study allowed non-school 

use of facilities as long as the use did not interfere 
with the educational purpose to which the facilities 
are devoted. 

The majority of the school districts, 93.1 
percent, in the study have written policies addressing 
non-school use of facilities. The size and geographic 
location of the districts did not appear to be relevant 
to the existence or non-existence of a written policy 

concerning facility usage by non-school groups. 

i 

, The majority of the school districts, 86.2 

percent, charge fees for non-school use of facilities. 
There were significant relationships between the size 
of the school district, membership in Missouri School 
Boards Association, classification of the school 

I 

district, and whether or not it charged fees for non- 
school use. Large districts generally charge more and 
have more specific rental policies for non-school use 
of facilities than do smaller districts. 

iv 
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CHAPTER 1 



BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 



The opening of a new school house is an 
occasion which will deserve a public and joyful 
commemoration. Out of it are to be the issues of 
to the community in the midst of which it 
stands, and like the river seen in the vision of 
the prophet, which nourishes all along its banks 
trees whose leaves were for the healing of the 
nations. The well-spring of all its influences 
should be a spot consecrated by religion. In 
prayer, and in praise to the giver of all good, 
and the creator of all being, in song, and hymn 
and anthem, and in addresses from those whose 
position in society will command the highest 
respect for any object in whose behalf they may 
speak, and in the presence of all classes of the 
community, of pupils, and teachers, of fathers and 
mothers, of the old and young. The school house 
should be set apart to the sacred purpose of the 
physical, intellectual, and moral culture of the 
children who will be gathered within its walls 
(Barnard, 1850, p. 402). 

School buildings are considered the legal property 
of the state, not of the local district. This 
statement is true even though buildings may have been 
paid for solely from funds raised on the local district 
level. The point bears emphasis here, for the concept 
of the legal nature of school buildings is sometimes 
for citizens in local school districts to 
comprehend. They may be inclined to look upon the 
buildings as "their" buildings, because they were 
financed with "their" money. Thus, despite the fact 



1 



buildings are constructed for school purposes, 
various groups often seek the use of school buildings 
for other than school purposes, whether and to what 
extent school buildings may legally be used for non- 
school purposes has been widely litigated. 

Determination of school building use rests 
completely with the legislature except for possible 
constitutional restrictions. Statutes pertaining to 
the use of school buildings differ from state to state, 
both in terms of number and specificity. Typically, 
restrictive legislation is lacking, and the management 
and control of school buildings is left almost 
exclusively to the discretion of local boards of 
education. In some states statutes expressly empower 
local boards to allow buildings to be used for certain 

purposes at the discretion of the board (Ruetter, 1985, 
p. 292). 

There have been two basic general legal objections 
raised when local boards have permitted the use of 
school buildings for non-school purposes. One goes to 
the fundamental concept that boards of education are 
agencies of limited powers and their authority does not 
extend to areas in which the legislature has not 
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permitted them to operate. The second is that a non- 
school use constitutes an expenditure of public money 
for a private purpose, other objections arise over use 
by special groups or for special purposes. Owners of 
business establishments frequently object to the use of 
school property for activities in possible competition 
with their businesses (Ruetter, 1985 , p. 292 ) . 

When examining its authority to govern schools, 
the board of education should carefully formulate and 
adopt policy statements. This difficult process cannot 
be successfully accomplished without guidance from the 
professional staff and, at times, an attorney. Many 
techniques can be used to formulate a policy. After 
policy formulation, it becomes the responsibility of 
the superintendent of schools to establish provisions 
that implement board policies (ReBore, 1984 ) 

Policy making is judged to be a most important 
function of a board of education (Knezevich, 1975) 

The development of a well-defined policy is no simple 
chore, it requires discipline, considerable debate, 
discussion, and time. On occasion the value of policy 
formulation may be questioned in view of the time and 
effort required. Most authorities agree that written 
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statements of policy are essential to effective school 
administration . 

In general, carefully written school board 
policies should address the procedures and other 
concepts of budgeting, accounting, auditing, and 
management of school property (Knezevich, 1975 ) 

Policy statements should encompass all aspects of 
school operations that command the attention of the 
school board. Policies are valuable, according to 
Knezevich (1975, p. 322), because: 

1. They help clarify responsibilities among the 
board, administrative staff, teaching staff, 
and community. 

2. They help promote more consistent and prudent 
decision making. 

3. They provide continuity of action. 

4. They can save the board time, money, and 
effort, for many specified questions deal with 
similar principles, that is, repeat themselves 
in a variety of forms and therefore can be 
handled in a manner suggested by a single 
policy. 

5. They help improve community relations. 
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6 . They help reduce pressure on the board from 
special-interest pleaders. 

7. They help reduce criticism of board action 
when it becomes apparent to the community that 
board decisions are based on well-defined and 
consistent policies rather than on expediency. 

8. They give the board a sense of direction. 

9. They formulate orderly review of board 
practices. 

10. They insure a better- informed board and staff. 

According to Carver (1991, p. 42) , up-to-date 
policies are the only ones that work. A board can 
ensure that policies are kept current more by 
compulsively operating from its policy manual than by 
vowing to do annual reviews. When a board lives by its 
policies, the policies will either work or be changed. 
The policies will not then collect dust. Policies must 
never end with whims, but a bang; they must not be 
allowed to fade away into oblivion, staff can help by 

acting as if the board is serious about every policy 
not yet rescinded. 

Boards of education, acting in their capacity as 
policy making bodies for their respective public school 
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districts,. are often called upon to make decisions 
relating to non-educational as well as educational 
functions of their school systems. This study focuses 
on the rules and regulations adopted by boards of 
education in Missouri public school districts that 
govern non-school use of public school buildings. 

Debates regarding how public school facilities can 
efficiently used are becoming more common. It seems 



a waste to have school buildings, playgrounds, and 
equipment standing idle after school hours, on 
weekends, and during vacation periods. Community 
citizens find themselves locked out of facilities paid 
for by tax dollars, in many communities, public school 
facilities are conveniently located by design near 
residential areas, school facilities are generally the 
largest structures suitable for a variety of community 
activities in residential areas. These facilities are 



well-equipped to handle a variety of group sizes, it 
seems unreasonable to expect that millions of dollars 
worth of public buildings can continue to be under- 
utilized in view of expensive construction costs and 



operating costs (Deselms, 1978) . 
desirable for the school district 



It would appear to be 
boards of education 
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to devise plans and practices to optimize the 
utilization of school district facilities for the 
students and community alike. 

Statement of the Problem 

The development of written policy statements is a 
relatively new, mid-20th century phenomenon. 

References to written policies in the professional 
literature were practically non-existent prior to World 
War II (Knezevich, 1975) . In contrast, since the end 
of World War II, it is difficult to find a study or 
publication dealing with school board activity that 
fails to emphasize the need for written policies. 

Boards have been slow in translating into practice the 
many exhortations to have written statements of policy 
to govern school operation. 

There is a considerable body of opinion that 
supports the notion that one measure of a board's 
effectiveness is the existence of relevant policies to 
govern educational affairs. Working with and living by 
such policies is another measure of effectiveness. The 
existence of a written set of policies is documentation 
of the fact that the board is serious in the discharge 
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of its policy-making role to govern school operations 
(Knezevich, 1975, p. 322). 

Policies concerning the usage of facilities by 
non-school groups have not undergone rigorous 
formulation. Most studies have addressed only the use 
of specific types of facilities. Little has been done 
to determine what facility usage policies are in effect 
in Missouri public schools. Little is known concerning 
the cost and benefits rendered with extended school 
facility usage beyond the traditional K-12 school day 
program. 

It is apparent that research has not played a 
prominent role in the development of school district 
policies regulating the use of school facilities by 
non— school groups. Knowledge by the school board of 
non-school group needs within the community for use of 
school facilities could serve as a point of reference 
for school facility usage policies for non-school 
groups . 



Purpose of the Study 

There were three main purposes of this study. They 

were: 
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1 . 



To determine the percentages of Missouri 
Public school districts that allow extended 
use of school facilities by non-school groups 

2 . To determine which school districts have 
written board policies in regard to extended 
use of school facilities by non-school groups 

3 . To determine typical and average fees charged 

by school districts which allowed extended 
use of school facilities by non-school 
groups. 

Specifically, this study attempted to answer the 
following questions: 

1. Do Missouri public schools allow extended use 
of public school facilities by non-school 
groups? 

2. Do Missouri public schools have board policies 
that govern extended use of school facilities 
by non-school groups? 

3. Do Missouri public schools allowing extended 
use of school facilities charge for such usage 
and, if so, what are typical rates? Do the 
school districts have different rates for 
different types of groups? 
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4. How often are non-school facility usage 
policies and rate schedules reviewed by the 
school district? 

5. Who is the school district representative most 
often responsible for administrating school 
district policies relating to facility usage 
by non-school groups? 

6. Do the public schools allowing extended usage 
of facilities execute formal contracts for 
such usage? 

7. Does the size of the school district relate to 
whether or not it has a written policy? 

8. Do the public school districts policies 
provide reimbursement for supervision, 

capital outlay, security, and 
custodial service for extended use of 
facilities by non— school groups? 

9. Do the public school districts restrict usage 
of facilities by non-school groups to 
residents of the school district? 

10. Are there facilities in the school districts 
that are generally not available to non- 
school groups? 



. Is there a minimum 



age for the responsible 
person making the application to utilize 
school district facilities by non-school 
groups? 

Do the school districts require insurance 
protection naming the school district as 
additional insured by the parties requesting 
use of school facilities? 

Do the school districts restrict the times tl 
school facilities can be used by non-school 
groups? 

Do the school districts limit commercial 
ventures within the school facilities by non- 
school groups? 

Do the school districts require that a group 
requesting extended use of school facilities 
be organized? 

Do the school districts have a reciprocal 
agreement with other public or non-profit 
entities for extended facility usage? 

Do the school districts clarify conduct and 
responsibilities by non-school user groups? 



Hypotheses 



Two major hypotheses, related to the research 
questions, were generated by the statement of the 

The scope of this investigation renders the 
following null hypotheses: 

Hoi There are no significant differences between 
school districts with written policies on non-school 
group usage of school facilities and those without such 
policies, based on the following school district 
variables: 

1.1 School size (student enrollment) 

1.2 School classification (AAA, AA, U, 

Accredited, Provisional Accredited, 
Unaccredited) 

1.3 Missouri School Boards Association membership 
(yes or no) 

1.4 Population status (metropolitan or outstate) 

Ho2 There are no significant differences between 

school districts which charge for non-school usage of 
school facilities and those which do not charge, based 
on the following school district variables: 

1.1 School size (student enrollment) 
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1.2 School classification (AAA, AA, U, 

Accredited, Provisional Accredited, 
Unaccredited) 

1.3 Missouri School Boards Association membership 
(yes or no) 

1.4 Population status (metropolitan or outstate) 

Definitions of Terms 

The following terms are defined to assist the 
reader in interpretation of this study: 

Non-School Group: Any group which has no direct 

affiliation with the ongoing educational program 
sponsored by the public school board. 

Policy: Policy is defined as "a principle adopted 

by the board of education to chart a course of action 
for its administrators and to define the limits within 
which they will exercise judgement and discretion" 
(Tuttle, i960, 37). Policy may be defined as values 
and perspectives that govern an organization. These 
values and perspectives form the bedrock on which the 
more mechanical and visible aspects of organization are 
based (Carver, 1991, 25-26). Public policy is defined 
by group theorists as the end result of the interaction 
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of the various interested pressure groups upon one 
another (Thompson, 1976, 7 ). 

S chool Facility: Any building, land, or related 

property which comes under the jurisdiction of the 
school board (RSMO 177.031, 1992). 

Limita tion of the Study 

Any generalizations drawn from the data may only 
be applied to the sample in the study. The specific 
time of this study was in 1992-1993 school year. This 
study was based on a random sample of Missouri K-12 
public school districts. The sample used in Jones 

(1988) and Wells (1979) policy studies was utilized in 
this study. 



Summary 

Debates about how school facilities can be 
utilized more effectively and efficiently during and 
after school hours are becoming more common. School 
facilities represent a very large investment by the 
community and it is becoming less wise to let these 
well-equipped, strategically located, tax supported 
structures sit idle. It would appear desirable for 
boards of education to devise policies and practices to 
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optimize the utilization of school facilities for the 
students and community alike. 

Organization of the Study 
Chapter II will present material gleaned from a 
review of available literature concerning non-school 
use of school facilities. Chapter III describes the 
methods and procedures used to conduct this study. The 
development of the instrument to be used and the method 
to present the data are discussed as well. The 
findings of the study are presented in Chapter IV, 
based on data collected from the survey instrument 
completed by school superintendents. The summary, 
conclusions, and recommendation of this study appear in 
Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER 2 




REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Overview 

A school day of six to eight hours and a school 
year of nine months, usually from September to June, 
became standard practice when American society was 
primarily rural and agrarian. A slight modification 
was made in parts of the United States where certain 
agricultural crops matured in August or September. 
Schools were opened in July and continued in session 
until harvest time in those locations. The schools 
were closed for a period of four to six weeks and then 
re-opened and continued until a full term had been 
provided. The school day length and number of months 
that schools were in session were influenced by the 
agrarian economy that caused families to utilize 
children in farm labor (Finchum, 1967) . 

Today America's society is largely urban- 
industrial. Agriculture has been largely mechanized 
and manpower requirements are not as great as they once 
were. These developments have virtually eliminated the 
need and reason for long vacations from school. 
Practices of the past still remain with the school day 
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of six to eight hours, long vacations, and school terms 
of nine months (Finchum, 1967) . 

Some of the country’s educational leaders and many 
of its taxpayers are advocating changes in the school 
schedule that will accommodate the changing pattern of 
American life. These advocates point out that nothing 
is sacred about the 180-day school year. Modification 
of the school schedule can insure efficient utilization 
of school facilities for educational purposes and can 
improve educational opportunities for more children. 

efficient use of facilities also frees up 
resources for other school needs (Finchum, 1967) . 

In addition, there have been persistent demands in 
some quarters for more extensive use of schools by non- 
school groups. In many communities where churches 
historically were the only other facilities available 
for community gatherings, schools were considered as 
more appropriate places for programs and meetings of 
interest in segments of a heterogeneous society. In a 
changing social economic structure, new skills and 
broader educational backgrounds were prerequisites to 
productivity and job security • 
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The public facilities in California can be 
utilized by non-school and adult groups for specified 
purposes, subject to certain limitations and 
requirements as established by California State 
Statute: 

The governing board of any school district may 
9 ^'^ri't the use of school building or grounds for 
public, literary, scientific, recreational, 
educational, or public agency meetings, or for the 
discussion of matters of general or public 
interest upon such terms and conditions as the 
board deems proper ... (or) to any church or 
religious organization for the conduct of 
religious services for temporary periods where 
such church or organization has no suitable 
meeting place for the conduct of such services 
upon such terms and conditions as the board deems 
proper and subject to the limitations, 
requirements, and restrictions set forth in this 
chapter. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 1656-1, the governing board shall charge 
the church or religious organization using such 
property for the conduct of religious services an 
amount at least sufficient to pay the cost to the 
supplies, utilities, and salaries paid 
the school district employees necessitated by such 
use of such property. 

Section 16557 of the same statute authorized 
governing boards to present reasonable rules and 
regulations for the use of public schoolhouse or 
grounds and stipulates that such use shall not 
interfere with the use and occupancy of the properties 
for the established purpose of the public schools of 
the California (Finchum, 1967, p.12). 



w V 



29 



19 



Missouri Statutes 

The title of all schoolhouse sites and other 
school property and control in Missouri is vested 
in the district in which the property is located. 
All property leased or rented for school purposes 
is wholly under the control of the school board 
during such time. No board shall lease or rent 
any building for school purposes while district 
facilities are unoccupied, and no school house or 
school site shall be abandoned or sold until 
another site and house is provided for the school 
district (RSMO 177.011, 1992). 

The school board having charge of the school 
houses, buildings, and grounds appurtenant thereto 
may allow the full use of houses, buildings, and 
grounds for the free discussion of public 
questions or subjects of general public interest 
for the meeting of organizations of citizens, and 
for any other civic, social, and educational 
purpose that will not interfere with the purpose 
to which the houses, buildings and grounds are 
devoted. If an application is granted and the use 
of the houses, buildings, or grounds is 
permitted for the purpose aforesaid, the school 
board may provide free of charge, heat, light, and 
janitor service therein when necessary, and may 
make any other provisions, free of charge, needed 
for the convenient and comfortable use of the 
houses, buildings, and grounds for such purpose, 
or the school boards may require the expenses to 
be paid by the organizations or persons who are 
allowed the use of houses, buildings, and grounds. 
All persons upon whose application or at whose 
request the use of any school house, building, or 
part thereof, or any grounds appurtenant thereto, 
is permitted as herein provided shall be jointly 
and severally liable for any injury or damage 
thereto which directly results from the use, 
ordinary wear and tear excepted (RSMO 177.031, 

1992) . 

During the National Governors Conference in 1986, 
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Governor Ted Schwinden of Montana wrote: 



bv state no community should be hampered 

°l reflations in deciding how to 
make the fullest use of school buildings and 

v ThS public school building in the 
United States represents an investment of $250 
llion, yet these facilities are often under used 
^ n< ? p ? orl y maintained. Better use of school 

sv^tfi ng !!nH e J£ S ? hat students / the educational 
system, and the larger community will benefit We 

have found that the overwhelming majority of the 

nine are used only five days a week for 

^ hS f- year and are restricted to the 
f • J J education of people between the ages of 

ThiS ^ kSS no sense ‘ We need 
parents, community leaders, and people 

SX ? Slbl J f Zl runnin 5 ^e schools and encou?ag! 

S ^ i^^f 654 U ? S ° f existi "9 facilities? 
we c a n insure that our laws and bureaucracies do 

at J nd .^ the way of districts that would use 

of their C eoi^«-^ b0 respoi ? d to the broader needs 
°K th ? 1 5 communities. Bringing people into the 

hSaS f a£d r ??E eSti0n '.W Ca? health, ^entaj 
nealth, and library activities create greater 

reou^fSns"!^^ interest - Sd " a currlnt laws and 
(slhwiSdeS? 198 6? U p? 9 ?2 3-4 )* . C0mI110n solutions 



If the school offers a program of recreational, 
cultural, and educational services for school parents 
and other community adults, the school house will be 
utilized most of the time. A good program should be 
broad enough to utilize the plant far more than the 
traditional eight hours a day, five days a week, nine 
months a year, if non-school groups use the plant 
there will undoubtedly be greater consideration for 



school property and less likelihood of damage 
(Keuscher, 1951, p.30). 

A continuing demand for using school space for 
non-educational use in Seattle was substantiated by two 
surveys conducted by the Seattle Public Schools 
Facilities Utilization Study. These surveys sampled 
opinions of school principals, PTSA presidents, and 
selected community organizations in relation to non- 
educational use of space in elementary schools. The 
survey findings revealed that Seattle principals and 
PTSA presidents overwhelmingly supported the idea of 
allowing non-educational groups to use school 
facilities. In addition, there was generally strong 
citizen support for non-educational activities within 
schools in order to more fully use the buildings. 

The first Executive Secretary of the National 
School Boards Association, E.M. Tuttle wrote 
"Provision Number Ten, Wider Use of Facilities" in The 
National School Boards Association Beliefs and 
Policies: 

In the public interest, The National School Boards 
Association advocates the greatest possible use of 
public school facilities and playgrounds as 
community centers for the integration of the 
American Community and the encouragement of 
family. Participation in wholesome character 
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building activities conducive for good citizenship 
and the preservation of the American home. To 
this end, state associations are urged to initiate 
legislation whenever necessary to authorize the 
wider use of public school facilities for 
community purposes under provisions giving local 
boards authority to determine, regulate and 
maintain such programs (Tuttle, 1960, p. 280) . 

During the NSBA Delegate Assembly (1992) a 

resolution was presented and approved which read as 

follows concerning use of facilities: 

NSBA supports maximum use of public school 
facilities for public community education. NSBA 
urges school boards to develop programs that will 
provide for interaction between the school and the 
community, including those that provide day care 
and services for latchkey children, provided that 
these programs do not adversely affect the school 
districts' educational responsibilities. 

School districts can make a significant 
contribution to the community through permitting 
use of school facilities for community education 
programs that are responsive to the needs of 
working parents. Public schools are in a unique 
position to provide many of the services either 
directly or indirectly. In light of the large 
investment of local funds in the public school 
facilities, it becomes the duty of the school 
boards to strive to develop programs which will 
benefit the community as a whole. 

Further, the use of school buildings as co mm unity 
centers is efficient and may help avoid 
duplication in the construction of expensive 
facilities. Encouraging community access to the 
schools will increase community reliance on the 
schools, which can only lead to greater public 
respect and support for the educational system 
(Delegate Handbook NSBA, 1992, p. 3-131). 
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The NSBA developed another resolution during the 
(1992) delegate assembly that stated: NSBA opposes 

federal legislation and regulations that encroach on 
the authority of local school boards to assure that 
school boards determine the uses of school district 
classrooms and meeting facilities outside of regularly 
scheduled class time as well as during the regular 
class day. 

Many citizens, educators, architects, urban 
planners, and sociologists believe that schools operate 
more effectively and the educational program is more 
productive when closely related to and used by all 
people of a community . School boards have made it 
possible for many pupils to walk to school by locating 
facilities centrally in attendance areas. The 

location of facilities was necessary for 
the development of a widely used and strongly supported 
educational and activity center for people of all age 
within the community. Planning the school as a 
community center was an important aspect of long range 
planning. If schools were to be most suitably located 
in their communities the school board had a long term 
view of cultural and social, as well as educational 



34 



24 



needs in each area. This long range site acquisition 
approach with concern for the school community concept 
was profitable not only in the attainment of school 
sites, but also in taking cognizance of other co mm unity 
problems (Schools for America, AASA, 1967, p.60). 

Urban planners had to achieve reasonable balance 
in the use of community land not only for the needs of 
the schools, but also for highways, parking, and other 
needs of individuals and groups. Involving citizens 
and educators in the decision making process of 
allocating and making the best use of community land 
produced better, more satisfying and more productive 
results (Schools for America, AASA, 1967, p.60). 

General Policy Statements 
AH organizations and systems are regulated by 
policy, and educational systems are no exception. 

Policy not only regulates the internal operations of a 
system but also serves to regulate relationships and 
defined functions among systems (Rich, 1974) . 

Policy is an important area in educational issues. 
Policy by its very nature can arouse controversy. This 
is due to the fact that policy statements establish a 
certain set of actions and are appropriate in certain 
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types of situations, thereby ruling out other possible 
actions. 

Policy is also significant in terms of its 
relation to educational purpose. Certain regulating 
mechanisms are needed to control daily school 
operations in order that the system can attain its 
goals. Without regulations schools can barely be 
spoken of as a system. Through policy networks, 
orderly and predictable relationships are established 
and actions within the system are referred to as policy 
for interpretation and clarification. 

The successful implementation of policy is 
dependent upon an effective communications network and 
a willingness of personnel to accept change. The act 
of rescinding, modifying, or establishing a new policy 
always brings a change to persons falling within the 
scope of the policy's application; and through 
frequent appraisal that change is an endemic feature of 
our time, resistance to policy changes is still 
commonly found (Rich, 1974, p. 79) . Ambiguity, 
confusion, and trouble are avoided when policies are 
adopted and published. Clearly written policies, which 
reflect thorough research, sound judgement, and careful 
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planning can stave off the maiming accusations of 
uninformed critics. 
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The board develops policy and procedures on every 
aspect of board operations. Major key policy areas 
that should be included in the school district policy 
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manual are school facilities and community use of these 
facilities. 



Policy Issue of Building Usage 

In a democratic society the public schools belong 
to the people. Policy makers should not proceed in a 
direction contrary to their wishes. This is as it 
should be, for educational policy is public policy, and 
in a democracy only the people can make public policy 
(Bortner, 1966, p. 62). Educational policy is the most 
important kind of public policy, because it affects 
every person, every interest, and every institution. 
Without public participation in policy making, school 
educational programs could not advance very far beyond 
prevailing public sentiment. Educational change and 
progress are largely dependent upon public 
understanding and support. 

Public use of school properties can encourage 
goodwill toward the school if due regard is given to 
sound board of education policies, rules, and 
regulations governing such use. From the standpoint of 
exercising good management over school facilities, 
boards of education insure that well written, legally 
sound defensible policy regarding the use of school 
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facilities is included in all district policy manuals. 
The policy must be reviewed periodically and revised 
when necessary. A comprehensive policy, with detailed 
guidelines regarding conditions for usage of facilities 
and fee responsibility of user groups, creates better 
understanding by the public as to how the facilities 
are being managed and utilized. 

In preparing statements of policy concerning 
extended usage of facilities, school boards have at 
their disposal the expertise of policy services offered 
by the National School Boards Association, (Policy 
Development, NSBA, 1984) as well as those of the 
various state school boards associations. These 
organizations offer well written legal guidelines and 
policy statements which can be adapted to the needs of 
local school districts and communities. 

According to Akers, (1984) several important 
components are contained in school board policies 
relating to public use of facilities. A general 
statement of the board's philosophy and attitudes is a 
positive opening statement. Subsequent sections often 
provide detailed guidelines in the following areas: 
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Type of community and/or outside 
organizations which are permitted use of 
school facilities. 



School district facility locations which 
made available for public use. 



are 



General times and periods during the year 
when facilities are available to public 
groups . 



Individual staff members who are responsible 
for granting use of facilities as well as 
procedure for engaging facility usage. 



Special conditions and responsibilities of 
property ^ rou ^ s ^at conduct events on school 

A schedule of fees and/or special charges 
for use of facility. 

Provisions for a short written agreement or 
contract that contains the terms and 
conditions entered into by the use groups and 

facilit( ) * e( * uca ^ ons for each usage of the 



A statement regarding liability of user 
groups for damage to board of education 
property beyond normal wear and tear. 



A statement regarding responsibility for 
adequate security and supervision of groups 
that utilized school facilities. 



A statement regarding use of school 
facilities by religious groups or 
organizations which are consistent with state 



When possible, a certificate of insurance or 
hold-harmless agreement must be provided by 
the person or organization using school 
facilities. 
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Once completed, the board's policy regarding usage 
of school facilities should be known at all levels of 
the system and community. The policy should be adhered 
to by all persons responsible for implementation. This 
policy is then applied to all applicants seeking to use 
facilities for non-school activities. A well developed 
policy enables the local board of education to 
effectively discharge its prime responsibility to the 
students by ensuring that the facilities of the 
district are available to execute the program of the 
district. Sound policy ensures an orderly process 
whereby the non-school groups, that support schools 
with tax dollars, may gain legitimate access to modern 
and well equipped school facilities (Akers, 1984) . 

Legal Issue of Facility tisago 
From state to state, laws vary regarding legal 
uses of school facilities by non-school groups, what 
may be considered proper use of school funds and 
property in one state may be held to be improper use in 
another state (Reutter, 1970) . when a community group 
or agency questions the practice of a school district, 
the ultimate recourse for change is through appeal to 
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the local school board. The policy-making power of the 
board can be questioned in the courts, if the court 
rules that board policy is in violation of current 
laws, the court can force the board to take appropriate 
actions to remedy the situation. 

As of the turn of the century, legal restrictions 
prevented the use of school facilities for purposes 
other than education. School boards were required to 
spend school funds and use school facilities only for 
specifically defined educational purposes. It is a 
well established principle of law that public monies 
raised for one purpose cannot be diverted to another. 
The courts have not required boards to turn over the 
use of a school building to an outside group where 
there is a reasonable presumption that it would 
interfere with the school program (Nolte, 1966, p. 64) . 

On the question of whether a board could allow 
school buildings to be used for religious purposes, the 
courts are not in agreement. Some courts allow church 
use when it does not interfere with school activities 
and the use is infrequent or temporary. The courts 
have ordinarily not intervened to permit church usage 
in absence of a policy or statute unless the board 



acted arbitrarily or capriciously in denying such use. 
In the case McCollun v. Board of Education of School 
District No. 71, the Supreme Court of the United States 
ruled that the use of school buildings by the board of 
education for religious instruction during school time 
was in violation of the doctrine of separation of 
church and state amounting to an establishment of 
religion (Reutter, 1970, p. 39) . 

The Supreme Court of the United States ruled in 
Zorach v. Clausen that a released time arrangement off 
school premises during school hours for public school 
children was constitutional (Reutter, 1970 p. 41) . 
Students were released from school by written consent 
of their parents and left the premises for religious 
instruction. From these cases, one can surmise that 
school buildings can not be utilized during school 
hours for religious instruction. In other cases the 
courts have decided that the use of school facilities 
by church groups on weekends was satisfactory, provided 
that appropriate fees are charged to offset the cost of 
operating the school facility. 

There have been sharp differences among the courts 
regarding the extent to which boards could go in 
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allowing non-school use of public school facilities. 
These differences appear to be due in part to state 
statutes, customs, and philosophy of various locales 
(Garber, 1955). When no person in the co mm unity 
objects to extended usage of facilities and state 
statutes do not prohibit such usage, boards seem to 
have greater discretion in granting use of school 
facilities by non-school groups (Nolte, 1966) . 

The Fairfax Covenant Church brought action against 
the Fairfax County School Board, challenging the 
board's policy of charging the church more to use its 
facilities than other community groups. The United 
States District Court in Alexandria, Virginia, ruled 
that the board's policy of charging the church more to 
use its facilities than it charged other organizations 
violated the free speech clause of the First Amendment. 
The court ruled that the board had created an open or 
public forum by its policy of allowing and renting to a 
broad range of community groups. The court said the 
School Board did not violate the establishment clause 
of the First Amendment by permitting the church to use 
its facilities for religious purposes, where facilities 
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were open to other community groups (Fairfax Covenant 
Church v. Fairfax County School Board, 1993) . 

In the case Landis Chapel v County Moriches Union 
Free School District, the Supreme Court ruled that the 
school district violated the free speech clause of the 
First Amendment by denying the church access to school 
premises solely because a film dealt with family and 
child rearing issues from a religious standpoint. The 
court also ruled that allowing the church access to 
school premises would not have been an establishment of 
religion. 

The court said allowing church access to the 
school premises to exhibit, for public viewing and for 
assertively religious purposes, a film dealing with 
family and child-rearing issues would not have been an 
establishment of religion, where the showing would not 
have been during school hours, would not have been 
sponsored by school, and would have been open to the 
public; moreover, there was nothing in the record to 
justify a claim that exclusion was justified on the 
grounds that allowing access to a "radical” church 
would lead to threats of public unrest and violence 



(Landis Chapel v County Moriches Union Free School 
District, 1993) . 

The United States District Court, Eastern District 
of Missouri upheld the School District of Ladue to 
allow a community group to utilize school district 
facilities upon application for a permit, after 6:00 
p.m. on school days and after 8:00 a.m. on other days. 
The school district had previously allowed the Good 
News Sports Club, facility usage immediately after 
school. The Club had its roots in religious clubs for 
children and adolescents. The format of a typical Club 
meeting included opening prayer, snacks, activities, 
singing of Christian songs, a discussion based on a 
Bible reading, and a closing prayer. The Club is non- 
denominational and provided school age children an 
opportunity to experience constructive interaction with 
peers and to examine the moral values taught by 
Christianity. An additional purpose of the Club is to 
provide one means by which the parent sponsors of the 
Club can pass on their Christian religious beliefs to 
young persons. 

After complaints about the Club from parents at a 
public meeting the Ladue Board of Education directed 
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its attorney to look into the issue of access by 
religious groups to the school district facilities and 
to examine the use of facility policy. The school 
district's attorney reported the existing use policy 
might violate the Establishment Clause of the First 
Amendment. The Ladue Board amended the facility use 
policy to exclude facility usage to all groups except 
for, athletic facilities and usage by Scouts, Tiger 
Club, and Brownies between the hours of 3:00 p.m. and 
6:00 p.m. on school days. The policy also excluded 
programs that involve speech or activity concerning 
religion or religious beliefs. The policy action was 
challenged in Good News Sports Club v The School 
District of the City of Ladue. The court ruled that 
the school district could create a non-public forum 
from 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. The court also ruled that the 
school district acted within valid secular purpose to 
maintain the school facilities as a non-public forum 
from 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. on school days and to avoid the 
appearance of taking any position other than neutrality 
on matters of public controversy. The primary effect 
of the district's amended use policy neither advanced 
nor inhibited religion. The policy is neutrally 
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to all religious, political, and philosophical 
groups (U.S. District Court E. District of MO 1993). 

It appears that once a school board has decided to 
permit the use of school buildings by non-school 
groups, it must do so for all groups, regardless of 
their affiliation or beliefs (Nolte, 1966) . The 
California Supreme Court ruled in American Civil 
Liberties Union of Southern California v. Board of 
Education of San Diego Unified School District that a 
loyalty oath, as a condition of public school facility 
usage, was improper (Reutter, 1970 p. 246) . To prevent 
legal action against a school district in regards to 
the use of school facilities by non— school groups it is 
best to place policy regulation in writing. 

Renting to Non-School Groups 
Community groups expect school districts to use 
school facilities wisely, to provide for maximum 
availability to all, and to aid in improving the 
quality of living for all. The practice of renting 
facilities has been in the past related almost 
exclusively to after school, evening, weekend, and 
summer time use only. School districts sometimes allow 
surplus school space to be rented during school hours 
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when such rentals do not interfere with the ongoing 
educational programs in the facility. 

Before renting school facilities to non-school 
groups, it is important to conduct a system-wide study 
to determine the feasibility of such a policy. This 
study should be designed to determine community needs 
snd the availability of unused facilities to meet these 
needs. The principal and staff of each school need to 
be surveyed to determine their attitude and willingness 
to support such non-school group use (Davis, 1973 ) . 
Community groups need to be surveyed for their opinions 
on contemplated school board policies and regulations. 

In evaluating a school facility for community use, 
one must consider suitability of the facility, 
flexibility of space available, accessibility for non- 
school groups, appearance and safety, and economy of 
school operations for non-school activities. Non- 
school group use policies cannot be administered 
efficiently if prior planning has not been done 
carefully. A policy or regulation passed by the school 
board for extending the use of school facilities to 
non-school groups is of little value unless 
consistently and jointly administered, and it complies 
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with city, state, and federal law (Daste, 1982). Costs 
incurred by the renting of school district facilities 
must be pointed out in detail to all concerned. 
Updating the rental policies on an annual basis helps 
the board of education keep pace with economic 
conditions and thereby make appropriate policy and fee 
adjustment. 

Various amounts may be charged for the rental of 
facilities as shown in Appendix D. Large school 
districts generally charge more and have more specific 
rental policies than do smaller districts. Samples of 
school districts* written policies and fee structures 
governing the use of school facilities by non-school 
groups were categorized by type of organization and 
type of activity for which they requested the facility 
(Daste, 1982) . The Columbia Public School Policy 
(1993) concerning extended use of facilities, listed 
four classifications of organizations or meetings with 
a fee schedule. 

The four classes of organization or meetings were 
noted as follows: 

Class I. Group of school employees, pupils, or 
parents meeting for activities related to the 
school program. Informational meeting with 
candidates for membership on the board of 
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education shall be considered within this class. 

No fee was charged except employees fee beyond the 
normal work day. 

Class II. Nationally recognized youth 
organizations, such as scouts, campfire, and 4-H, 
for activities of said school district. No fee 
was charged except employee fee beyond normal work 
day. 

Class III. Program and activities sponsored and 
directed by other governmental agencies. Programs 
sponsored by a local college or university. 
Organized groups of service, civic, or charitable 
nature. Fee varied per hour depending on space 
they rented. 

Class IV. Other groups not included in above 
classes. Fees charged varied from $23 - $115 per 
three hour block, with additional per hour fee of 
$5.75 - $28.75 per hour depending upon space 
utilized. 



In most cases, policies cite state statutes which 
apply to non-school group use of school facilities. 

Any district permitting use of facilities by non-school 
groups needs to have policies and regulations 
administered by a designated official. This official's 
job in part, is to minimize conflicts and confusion, 
protect the district against property loss and damage, 
assign service and supervisory personnel, handle the 
accounting for use applications, and collect fees 
(Finchum, 1967) . The taxpayers and the school board 
should hold this official responsible for guaranteeing 
use of tax dollars as intended by taxpayers. Whenever 
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school tax dollars go to supplement a non-school 
group's use of school facilities, there can surface 
serious reasons for concern (Shaw, 1949 ) . 



Extended Usage of Sc h ool Facilities Concerng 
When community groups fail to understand or comply 
with school board policies and regulations as they use 
school facilities, a number of problems can develop. 
Many problems arise if school personnel are not on hand 
to make decisions to protect the interests of the 
school district. Millions of dollars worth of 
facilities opened for non-school groups could be 
subjected to abuse. Another problem may be that 
principals sometimes have the attitude that they are 
the manager of their school during school hours only, 
so many principals discourage non-school group 
activities (Keuscher & Martin, 1951 ) . 

The following list of problems was compiled from a 
number of studies which raised questions about the 
propriety of policies regarding the use of school 

facilities by non-school groups (Daste, 1982; Deselms, 
1978) . 



1 . 



Policies were generally established 
kind of groups that could use school 
facilities. 



as to the 
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2. Policies were often restrictive and did not 
allow for flexibility for which school 
facilities could be used. 

3. Policies which required the renter to pay all 
cost prevented some groups from being able to 
use school facilities. 

4. Relatively few school district policies 
P rov ^ e£ ^ shared planning with community 
representative for the use of school 
facilities by non— school groups. 

5. Policies are often changed only after school 

decisions were challenged in court. 

Policies often did not provide effective 
requirements for leadership and supervision of 
facilities in use by non— school groups. 

7. Policies and standard operating procedures had 
not been updated to deal with the concept of 
community education. 

Policies did not reflect sincere cooperation 
with other public agencies in regard to 
sharing facilities. 

9. Policies often did not encourage teachers or 
other staff to support non-school use of 
school facilities. 

10. Policies generally forbid smoking, drinking, 
and gambling in school facilities. 

li* Policies generally limit the hours of 

availability of school facilities to before 
and after school, weekends, and evenings. 

12. Interpretation of what to charge, as costs to 
non-school groups, varied greatly from 
district to district. 



School board policies which ban gambling, smoking, 
drinking, and eating by non-school groups in school 
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| facilities are difficult to enforce, it is difficult 

I to establish and maintain good relations between 

| community groups and school staffs when damage occurs 

which detracts from the appearance of the facility and 

I 

| prevents or interrupts normal operation of the 

I educational program. In times of limited funds for 

i 

supervisory services and repairs due to abuse, it is 
even more important to have close cooperation between 

the school board and non-school groups using facilities 

i 

j (Daste, 1982). 

Community Education Uses of School Facilities 
It appears that many people in communities all 
over the country see the logic in the school as a base 

* 

for extending educational opportunities and assisting 
with the solutions of social problems. The demands of 
communities call for some institutions to assume new 
leadership and service functions in the social 
structure. Public schools seem to offer the most 
parsimonious solution to this dilemma. These demands 
include: a call for greater use of public school 

facilities; adaptation of some form of educational 
accountability; the right of adults to learn to read 
and write and obtain a high school diploma; attention 
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to social problems; provisions for higher education, 
recreation, vocational training, avocational training, 
avocational interest, and social activities; attention 
to the needs of senior citizens; better communications; 
and community involvement in the educational decision 
making process (Minzey 1972) . 

The definition of community education has passed 
through several phases, it is probably accurate to say 
that early definitions were comparatively limited in 
their potential impact as compared with more recent 
conceptualizations. Community education, in its 
earlier stages, tended to define limited programs such 
as recreation or extra programs for adults and 
children. As such, they tended to deal with programs 
tacked on to the existing curriculum. The initial 
rationale for the existence of community education was 
based on the improvement of the regular school program. 

According to Minzey (1972, p.152), the later 
definition of community education defined it as an 
educational philosophy which permeates basic beliefs. 

It enlarges and enhances the role of the public school 
so that it is quite different from before. The school 
becomes responsible for all aspects of education as it 
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relates to the community. The school, however, does 
not become all things to all people. It attempts to 
recognize the needs of the community and to act as the 
coordinator, facilitator, or initiator to see that 
these needs are met. The school plays a catalytic 
role, serving an organization function in community 
education. 

It is probably appropriate to point out the 
relationship between community education and "community 
school." Community education is the educational 
concept; community school is the vehicle by which many 
services of community education are delivered. The 
community school becomes the device through which 
community needs are matched with community facilities 
and programs developed either by the schools or by 
other agencies and groups within the community. The 
responsibility for coordinating this function of 
relating needs to programs becomes that of the school. 

Expansion of School Roles and Facility Uses 
In New York, some elementary schools are being 
reorganized to remain open as late as 10:00 p.m. every 
day, including weekends. These schools offer 
breakfast, lunch, dinner, health care, job training, 
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family counseling, parenting courses, tutoring, 
community recreation, adult education, and even tax 
preparation instructions (Quinn, 1992) . New York 
City's response to families in need is not unique. San 
Diego offers space in its elementary schools for family 
social workers, child welfare workers, and 
psychologists. More and more school districts are 
offsring parents courses in child development. 

Many of these initiatives, while not primarily 
related to the traditional school curriculum, are 
related to the well-being of children. This expanding 
role of the elementary school raises some fundamental 
questions as to the purpose of schools. Are they 
simply institutions to transmit the basic skills of 
reading, writing, and math, or are the schools destined 
to become omnibus social service agencies providing for 
the intellectual, physical, emotional, and social well- 
being of our children and their family? 

Summary 

Facility usage by non-school groups dates back to 
the very beginning of public schools. Public 
discussion, elections, social gatherings, and a variety 
of activities have been allowed in public school 
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facilities. The courts have maintained a separation of 
church and state in relation to the establishment of 
religion. The courts have ruled it is permissible for 
church groups to utilize public school facilities as 
long as the regular school program was not interfered 
with and a fee was paid for extra cost incurred by the 
school district. The laws of the states vary in that 
some have specific statutes allowing extended use of 
facilities and other states mandate a separation of 
church and state along very rigid lines. 

If a school board allows extended use of school 
facilities by non-school groups, it then has to be 
consistent with all approved groups. One person in the 
school district should be appointed to oversee the 
implementation of non-school use policies. This person 
is responsible for protecting the interests of the 
school district. 

\ 

Some policies are difficult to enforce and a lack 
of adequate supervision is among the main concerns 
about non-school use of facilities by school staff 
members. Close cooperation, supervision, and adequate 
policies communicated to all concerned can prevent many 
problems. 



Community education developed in the 1930's in 
Flint, Michigan, and evolved to many school districts 
throughout the country. Community education reached 
its peak in the early 1970's and remains a popular 
program in many schools. 

Programs at elementary schools are being developed 
for children that greatly expand the use of school 
facilities. Day care, social services, health 
services, parenting classes were a few of the 
activities schools were participating in that expanded 
use of school facilities by non— school groups. 
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CHAPTER 3 



RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
Introduction 

This chapter is devoted to a discussion of the 
research methodology incorporated in this study. The 
design components investigated in this study are 
restated. Information about methodology, including 
population, sample, data collection, and 
instrumentation, is provided. The statistical 
treatment for data analysis is identified. 

Population and Sample 

This study was directed to the superintendent of 
schools or a designated central administrative officer 
of each district. It was reasoned that the 
superintendent's office would be the logical office to 
have the research information needed. This study 
covered the 1992-93 school year and dealt specifically 
with written policies regarding the use of public 
school facilities by non-school groups and the fees 
charged for such use. 

The sample was drawn from a group of districts 
originally by Wells (1979) in his study of school 
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policies on corporal punishment. Wells (1979) numbered 

1 

each public school district in Missouri then drew the 
sample by applying a table of random numbers prepared 
by The Rand Corporation (1955) . 

The sample used by Wells (1979) was most recently 
used again by Jones (1988) for a policy study on 
communicable disease policies in Missouri Public 
Schools offering K-12 programs. School districts 
offering only elementary programs were omitted from the 
original sample of 200 school districts utilized by 
Wells (1979). Through this process the sample utilized 
by Jones (1988) was reduced to 168 of the 453 
comprehensive high schools districts. 

Because this study sought policy information from 
schools offering K-12 program, the sample of 168 
schools in Jones (1988) study was utilized. The sample 
utilized by Jones (1988) was reduced by two school 
districts due to consolidation to other school 
districts and one due to a name change. The population 
sample used for this study was 165 K-12 Missouri Public 
School Districts which are listed in Appendix E. 
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Development of the Instrument-. 

Because no instrument was available which could 
solicit the information that was needed for this study. 
Therefore, it was necessary to develop a questionnaire 
to be used in the study. 

The survey of Missouri Public School District 
Policies on Public School Facility Usage by non-school 
groups, was developed after extensive reading and a 
survey of related literature. Discussion was held with 
advisors and peer professionals to obtain their advice. 
Different types of questionnaires were examined for 
ideas before formulating the questionnaire for this 
study. Items selected for use in the questionnaire 
came as a result of a combination of these efforts. 

The instrument used in this study can be found in 
Appendix A and the letters that accompanied the 
mailings are in Appendix B. Unidentified copies of the 
policies and fees concerning facility usage by non- 
school groups are found in Appendices C and D. A list 
of the 165 school districts used in the study are 
presented in Appendix E. 
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Collection of the Data 

The questionnaire, cover letter, and a stamped, 
self-addressed return envelope were sent to the 
superintendent in each of the 165 school districts 
included in the sample. The first mailing was 
completed on July 15, 1993, and a second mailing for 
those not returned was completed on August 5, 1993. On 
August 26, 1993, a third mailing was sent to schools 
that had not completed the survey instrument and 
personal telephone calls were made to these districts 
on August 30, and 31, 1993, to solicit a response to 
the third mailing. 

Each questionnaire was numbered prior to its 
mailing and coded to a master list in order that 
additional communication and follow— up could occur for 
those who had not responded within three weeks. A 
second follow-up mailing was sent to non- respondents 
after three weeks. A third follow-up mailing was sent 
to non-respondents after six weeks. Thus, data 
collection was conducted within a span of nine weeks. 

Processing the Data 

The responses to the questionnaire items were 
recorded as frequency totals and converted to 
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percentages when appropriate, then there presented in 
summary tables to facilitate review and analysis of 
data. Additional comments and explanations that were 
pertinent to the study were utilized to help interpret 
the results of the questionnaire and were reported in 
tables or in narrative description when deemed 
appropriate. 

The policies received from the school districts 
were individually examined and analyzed in order to 
answer the research questions posed in the study. The 
combination of the questionnaire responses and careful 
examination of the policies provided the data for this 
study. The data are presented in narrative form, with 
tables to facilitate analysis. 

A chi-square test was utilized to determine if the 
school districts having written policies in effect 
regarding use of school facilities by non— school groups 
differentiated from those with no such policies 
relative to district enrollment, state classification 
status (AAA, AA, Unclassified, Accredited, Provisional 
Accreditation, Unaccredited) , membership in the 
Missouri School Boards Association, and classification 
as being metropolitan or outstate districts. Also, on 
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the basis of observed frequencies and percentages of 
response data, additional chi square analyses were used 
to determine if observed differences were statistically 

significant at the .05 level. 

\ 

Summary 

This chapter was devoted to the research 
procedures utilized in this study. The population 
sample selection was discussed and the individual in 
each school district to whom the survey was directed 
was identified. Since no instrument was available to 
solicit the information needed for this study a survey 
was developed by the researcher. The survey was pilot 
tested with twelve school districts and the Department 
°f Elementary and Secondary Education to solicit 
comments and advice concerning the survey instrument. 
The school districts in the pilot study were of various 
sizes and located throughout Missouri. As a result of 
the pilot study, question number two concerning 
classification of each school district was expanded 
from three categories to six categories. This change 
was necessary due to classification changes in Missouri 
Public Schools. Also, question nineteen was expanded 
to find out if public schools allowed alcoholic 



beverages on school property by non-school groups. The 
collection process for the data and the treatment of 
that data was discussed. The written policies and fees 
for non-school group usage of public school facilities 
were individually examined and analyzed according to 
the questions raised in this study. Data provided by 
the questionnaire and the written policies and fees 
formed the basis of this study. 
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Table l 

R esearch Desian/Variabl g Matriv 



Research 

Question 


Variables 

Dependent / Independent 


Data 

Dependent/ 

Independent 


Statistical 

Troa fm onf 






Catecrorical 


Catecrorical 


Hoi 






Policy 




1.1 


Size 


of School District 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 


1.2 


Classification 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 


1.3 


Metropolitan or Outstate 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 


1.4 


Member of Missouri School 
Boards Association 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 



Ho2 




Fees Charoed 




2.1 


Size of School District 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 


2.2 


Classification 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 


2.3 


Metropolitan or Outstate 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 


2.4 


Member of Missouri School 
Boards Association 


(yes/no) 


Chi-Square 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 



The purpose of this chapter is to present the 
results of the study. Included are the findings from 
each of the twenty questions that were presented in 
Chapter I. The data were compiled from the returned 
questionnaires, copies of building use policies, and 
copies of fee schedules as provided by the school 
superintendents included in the study sample. 

Results 

The survey instrument requested information 
regarding local districts' policies covering non-school 
groups usage of public school facilities. The survey 
was sent to the superintendents of 165 Missouri K-12 
Public school Districts. Replies were received from 
151 districts for a 91.5 percent return. One hundred 
and forty nine districts provided usable surveys, some 
of the respondents did not answer all items. Two 
districts elected not to participate, one district's 
survey was received after the nine weeks collection 
period, and fourteen districts did not respond to the 
survey. A copy of the survey instrument is found in 
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Appendix A. Table Two presents a breakdown of 
responses by frequency of response according to the 
descriptors of enrollment, classification, membership 
in Missouri School Boards Association, and demographic 
location of metropolitan or outstate. 

In addition to the questionnaire, policies and 
fees pertaining to non-school use of facilities were 
requested. Ninety-one school superintendents returned 
a copy of their districts' facility usage policy and 
forty-seven school district superintendents returned 
fee structures relating to non-school use of 
facilities. The returned policies and fee structures 
varied greatly throughout the state. A sample of non- 
school facility use policies are listed in Appendix C 
and fees charged for non-school use are listed in 
Appendix D. 



Null Hypotheses 

Two major hypotheses related to the research 
questions were generated by the statement of the 
problem. 

Hoi There are no significant differences 
between school districts with written policies on non 
school group usage of school facilities and those 
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without such policies based on the following school 
district variables: 

Hoi l.i School size ( student enrollment) A 
chi-square test using the incidence of school size on 
the basis of written policies was conducted in order to 
determine if there was a significant relationship 
between the current number of students enrolled in a 
school district and whether the school district had 
written policies that governed non-school use of school 
facilities. Of the 145 respondents to the question on 
the existence of written policies concerning non-school 
use of facilities, 135 answered "yes" and ten answered 
"no" when asked whether their school had written 
policies that governed non-school use of school 
facilities. The ten "no" responses were all from 
schools with student populations of fewer than 1800. 
Using a .05 level of significance, no relationship was 
found between the current number of students enrolled 
in a district and whether or not that district had 
written policies governing non-school use of 
facilities. 

HOI 1.2 School Classification 
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A chi— square test using the incidence of school 
classification on the basis of the existence of written 
Table 2 

Fre quencies and percentage of school distrirt 
responses by descript ors, enrollment, classification. 
membersh ip in Missouri School Boards Association, and 
metropolit an or outstate locations. N = 149 



Description Response Frequency Percentage 

Question # 1 . Enrollment 



a. 


Fewer than 200 


12 


8 . 1 


b. 


200-499 


43 


28.9 


c. 


500-799 


21 


14.1 


d. 


800-1199 


16 


10.7 


e. 


1200-1799 


19 


12 . 8 


f . 


1800-2399 


6 


4 . 0 


g* 


2400-4999 


21 


14.1 


h. 


5000-9999 


5 


3.4 


i. 


10000 and above 


5 


3 . 4 


j- 


Missing 


1 


.7 



Question #2. Present Classification 



a. U 


2 


1 . 3 


b. AA 


61 


40.9 


c. AAA 


62 


41. 6 


d. Accredited 


19 


12 8 


e. Provisional Accreditation 


4 


2 . 7 


f. Missing 


1 


.7 


Question #3. Missouri School 

Membership 


Boards 


Association 


a. Yes 


133 


89 . 3 


b. No 


15 


10.1 


c. Missing 


1 


.7 



Question #4. Population Status 
. Metropolitan 29 

. Outstate 120 



19.5 

80.5 
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policies concerning non-school use of facilities was 
conducted in order to determine if there was a 
significant relationship between the present 
classification of a school district and whether or not 
the school district had written policies that governed 
non-school use of school facilities. Of the 145 
respondents to the question concerning the existence of 
written policies, 135 answered "yes" and ten answered 
Table 3 

Incidence of wr itten policies on the basis of school 
distric t classification: Chi-Sauare Analysis 





Written 


Policies 




Row 


Classification 


Yes 


No 


Total 


Percent 


U 


2 


0 


2 


1.4 


AA 


51 


8 


59 


40.7 


AAA 


59 


2 


61 


42.1 


Accredited 


19 


0 


19 


13.1 


Provisional 

Accredited 


4 


0 


4 


2.8 


Column: Total 

Percent 


135 

93.1 


10 

6.9 


145 


100 



^•hi-Square Analysis Value df Significance 

Pearson 7.17442 4 .12695 

Likelihood Ratio 8.34015 4 .07988 



n n o" when asked whether their school had written 
policies that governed non-school use of school 
facilities. The ten "no" responses were all from 
schools with an AA or AAA Classification. Using a .05 
level of significance, no relationship was found 
between the classification of a district and whether or 
not that district had written policies governing non- 
school use of facilities. 

HOI 1.3 Missouri School Boards Association Membership 
A chi-square test using the incidence of written 
policies on the basis of membership in the Missouri 
school Boards Association was conducted in order to 
determine if there was a significant relationship 
between whether a school district was a member of the 
Missouri School Boards Association and whether the 
school district had written policies that governed non- 
school use of facilities. Of the 145 respondents, 122 
answered "yes" to both the question of membership in 
the Missouri School Boards Association and the 
existence of written policies concerning non-school use 
of facilities, 13 answered "no" to the question 
concerning membership in Missouri School Boards 
Association and "yes" to the question concerning the 






existence of written policies, 8 answered "yes" to 
membership in Missouri School Boards Association and 
"no" to the existence of written policies concerning 
non-school use of facilities, and two answered "no" to 
both. Using a .05 level of significance, no 
relationship was found between membership in the 
Missouri School Boards Association and whether or not 
that district had written policies governing non-school 
use of facilities. 

HOI 1.4 Population Status (Metropolitan or Outstate) 

A chi-square test using metropolitan code on the 
basis of incidence of the existence of written policies 
allowing non-school use of facilities was conducted in 
order to determine if there was a significant 
relationship between whether a school district was in a 
metropolitan or outstate area and whether the school 
district had written policies that governed non-school 
use of school facilities. Of the 145 respondents, 27 
in metropolitan areas answered "yes" to. the question 
concerning the existence of written policies, and one 
respondent from a metropolitan area answered "no" to 
the question about existence of written policies. 
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There were 108 outstate respondents who answered "yes" 
to the question concerning existence of written 
policies allowing non-school use of facilities and nine 
Table 4 

Incidence of written policies on the Basis of 
Membership in MSBA: Chi-Sauare Analysis 



MSBA Member 


Written 

Yes 


Policies 

No 


Total 


Row 

Percent 


Yes 


122 


8 


130 


89.7 


No 


13 


2 


15 


10.3 


Column: Total 


135 


10 


145 




Percent 


93.1 


6.9 




100 



Chi-Square Analysis Value df Significance 

Pearson 7.17442 4 .12695 

Likelihood Ration 8.34015 4 .07988 



who answered "no". Using a .05 level of significance, 
no relationship was found between whether a school was 

in a metropolitan area or outstate and whether or not 

\ 

that district had written policies governing non-school 
use of facilities. 

H02 There are no significant differences between 
school districts which charge for non-school usage of 
facilities and those that do not charge, based on the 
following school district variables. 

H02 . 1 School Size (Student Enrollment) 
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A chi-square test using the size of the school 
district and the incidence of fees charged for non- 
school use of facilities was conducted in order to 
determine if there was a significant relationship 
between the current enrollment in a school district and 
whether a school district charged fees for non-school 
group usage of facilities. Of the 145 respondents, 125 
answered that they did charge fees and twenty answered 
that they did not charge fees. The no fee answers all 
came from districts with a school student enrollment of 
fewer than 1200. Using a .05 level of significance, a 
significant relationship was found between the larger 
the enrollment in a school district and the more likely 
a school district charged for non-school group usage of 
facilities . 

H02 . 2 School Classification 

A chi-square test using the classification of the 
school district and the incidence of fees charged for 
non-school use of facilities was conducted in order to 
determine if there was a significant relationship 
between the present classification of a school district 
and whether a school district charged fees for non- 
school group usage of facilities. Of the 145 



66 



respondents, 12 5 answered that they did charge fees and 
20 answered that they did not charge fees. Of the 
respondents who charged fees, 61 were from AAA 
districts, 42 were from AA districts, 2 from 
unclassified districts, 17 from accredited districts, 
and 3 from provisionally accredited districts. For 
those districts charging no fees, 1 was from AAA, 16 
from AA districts, 2 from accredited districts, and 1 
from a provisionally accredited district. Using a .05 
level of significance, a significant relationship was 
Table 5 

Incide nce of fees charged for non-school use on the 
basis of scho ol size (student enrollment): Chi-Sauare 

Analysis 





Fees 


Charged 




Fow 


Student Enrollment 


Yes 


No 


Total 


Percent 


Fewer than 500 


37 


16 


53 


36.6 


500-1199 


32 


4 


36 


24.8 


1200 and above 


56 


0 


56 


38.6 


Column: Total 


125 


20 


145 




Percent 


86.2 


13.8 




100 


Chi-Sauare Analysis 


Value 


df Siani f iranro 


Pearson 


21. 


15966 


2 


.00003 


Likelihood Ratio 


26. 


30897 


2 


.00000 
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found between the present school district 
classification of AA and a school district charges fees 
for non-school group usage of facilities. 

H02 . 3 Missouri School Boards Association Membership 

Table 6 



Incidence of fees 


charaed 


for non- 


■school 


use on the 


Basis of school district classif ieati on ; 


Chi-Sauare 


Analysis 




Fees 


Charaed 




Row 


Classification 


Yes 


No 


Total Percent 


U 


2 


0 


2 


1.4 


AA 


42 


16 


58 


40.0 


AAA 


61 


1 


62 


42.8 


Accredited 


17 


2 


19 


13.1 


Provisional 


3 


1 


4 


2.8 


Accredited 










Column: Total 


125 


20 


145 




Percent 


86.2 


13.8 




100 


Chi-Sauare Analysis Value 


df Sianificance 


Pearson 


17. 


92667 


4 


.00127 


Likelihood Ratio 20. 


49719 


4 


.00040 



A chi-square test using the incidence of 
membership in Missouri School Boards Association and 
charging of fees for non-school use of facilities was 
conducted in order to determine if there was a 



significant: relationship between membership in the 
Missouri School Boards Association and whether a school 
district charged fees for non-school group usage of 
facilities. There were 115 school districts that were 
members of the Missouri School Boards Association that 
Table 7 

Incidence of fees charged for non-school group usage on 
the basis of school district membership in MSBA; Chi- 
Sauare Analysis 





Fees Charged 






Row 


MSBA Membership 


Yes 


No 


Total 


Percent 


Yes 


115 


15 




130 


89.7 


No 


10 


5 




15 


10.3 


Column: Total 


125 


20 




145 




Percent 


86.2 


13.8 






100 


Chi-Scruare Analysis 




Value 


df 


Significance 


Pearson 




5.37244 


1 




.02046 


Likelihood Ratio 


4.26657 


1 




.03887 



charged fees for non-school group usage of facilities 
and 10 who did not. Of those districts that were not 
members of Missouri School Boards Association, 15 
charged fees and 5 did not. Using a .05 level of 
significance, a significant relationship was found 
between membership in the Missouri School Boards 
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Association and charging fees for non— school group 
usage of facilities. 

H02.4 Population Status (Metropolitan or Outstate) 

A chi square test using the population status of a 
school district and the incidence of charging fees for 



Table 8 



Incidence of fe es charged for non— school use on the 

basis of metr opolitan or outstate location: Chi-Scruare 

Analysis 





Fees 

Yes 


Charged 

No 


Total 


Row 

Percent 


Metropolitan 


27 


2 


29 


20.0 


Outstate 


98 


18 


116 


80.0 


Column: Total 

Percent 


125 

86.2 


20 

13.8 


143 


100 



Chi-Sguare Analy sis Value df Significance 

Pearson 1.45000 l .22853 

Likelihood Ratio 1.66377 l .19710 



non— school use of facilities was conducted in order to 
determine if there was a significant relationship 
between whether a school was located in a metropolitan 
or outstate area and whether a school district charged 
fees for non-school group usage of facilities. Of the 
145 respondents there were 27 districts from 
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metropolitan areas that charged fees and 2 that did 
not. In the outstate group, 98 districts charged fees 
and 18 did not. Using a .05 level of significance, no 
relationship was found between location of the school 
district and charging fees for non-school group usage 
of facilities. 

The following is a summary of questions number 
seven through question number 20. Data regarding 
frequencies and percentages are presented in table 9. 

Question 7. Do the fees charged cover district 
expenses for the following items? 



Custodial service 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Supervisory personnel 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Utility cost 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Security cost 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Capital outlay 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Other 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 



Of the 149 school districts, 108 districts or 81.2 
percent indicated that fees covered custodial service. 
Only 18 districts or 13.5 percent indicated that the 
fee did not cover custodial service. Of the 149 school 
districts 7 or 5.3 percent indicated that fees were not 
applicable. There were 16 districts or 10.7 percent 
not responding to this sub-question. 

There were 35 districts or 23.5 percent reporting 
that fees charged covered the cost of supervision for 
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non-school activities. Sixty-four districts or 43 
percent reported that fees charged did not cover 
supervision expenses. Nineteen districts or 12.8 
responded supervision expenses were not 
applicable. There were 31 districts or 20.8 percent 
that did not respond to this sub-question. 

Of the 149 districts, 92 or 61.7 percent reported 
that fees covered building utility costs. Twenty-five 
districts or 16.8 percent reported that fees did not 
cover utility costs. There were 8 districts or 5.1 
percent that reported utility costs or not applicable 
since no building usage fees were charged. Twenty-four 
districts or 16.1 percent did not respond on this sub- 
question. 

Of the 149 districts, 22 or 14.8 percent reported 
that fees charged covered security costs. Seventy 
districts or 47.0 percent reported that fees charged 
did not cover security costs. Twenty-one districts or 
percent reported that security costs were not 
applicable. Thirty-six districts or 24.7 percent did 
not respond to the sub-question. 

Of the 149 districts 14 or 9.4 percent reported 
that fees charged covered capital outlay expenses. 
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Seventy-five districts or 50.3 percent reported that 
fees did not cover capital outlay expenses. Twenty 
district or 13.4 percent reported capital outlay 
expenses as not applicable. Forty districts or 26.6 
percent did not respond to the sub-question. 

Question 8. Does your school district have 
different rates for different types of groups? 

A. Yes B. No 

Of the 141 districts that responded to the 
question, 56 districts or 37.6 per cent charged 
different rates for different groups, 85 districts did 
not charge different rates for different groups, and 
eight districts or 5.4 per cent did not answer the 
question. 

Question 9. How often are district policies 
covering extended use of school facilities by non- 
school groups reviewed by the board? 



A. 


Once 


a year 


D. 


Once 


every 


four 


years 


B • 


Once 


every two years 


E. 


Once 


every 


five 


years 


c. 


Once 


every three years 


F. 


No scheduled review 



Of the 146 school districts responding to the 
question, 41 districts or 27.5 percent review the 
policies every year, 8 districts or 5.4 percent review 
the policies every two years, ll districts or 7.4 
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Table 9 

Frequencies and percentages of school districts 
responses to ques t ion #7 through question #20. N=149 

Questionnaire Item Response Frequency Percentage 

7. Do the fees charged cover district expense for the 
following items? 



a. 


Custodial Service 
Yes 


108 


72.5 


b • 


No 


18 


12.1 


c. 


N/A 


7 


4.7 


d • 


No response 


16 


10.7 


a. 


Supervisorv Personnel 
Yes 


35 


23.5 


b • 


No 


64 


43.6 


c. 


N/A 


19 


12.8 


d . 


No response 


31 


20.8 


a. 


Utility Cost 
Yes 


92 


61.7 


b . 


No 


25 


16.8 


c. 


N/A 


8 


5.4 


d . 


No response 


24 


16.1 


a. 


Securitv Cost 
Yes 


22 


14.8 


b • 


No 


70 


47.0 


c. 


N/A 


21 


14.1 


d • 


No response 


36 


24.2 


a. 


Capital Outlay 
Yes 


14 


9.4 


b • 


No 


75 


50.3 


c. 


N/A 


20 


13.4 


d. 


No response 


40 


26.8 


a. 


Other Expenses 
Yes 


12 


8 . 1 


b • 


No 


135 


90.6 


c. 


N/A 


0 


0 


d • 


No response 


2 


1.3 






84 
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Table 9 continued 

Frequencies and percentages of school districts 
responses to question #7 through question #20. N=14 9 

Questionnaire Item Response Frequency Percentage 

8. Does your school district have different rates for 
different types of groups? 

Different Rates 



a. Yes 


56 


37.6 


b. No 


85 


57.0 


c. No response 


8 


5.4 


9 . How often are district 


policies 


covering extended 


school facilities by non-school group 
the board? (N=149) 


usage reviewed by 


a . Once a year 


41 


27.5 


b. Once every two years 


8 


5.4 


c. Once every three years 


11 


7.4 


d. Once every four years 


2 


1.3 


e. Once every five years 


7 


4.7 


f . No scheduled review 


77 


51.7 


g. No response 


3 


2.0 



10. Who is the school district person responsible for 
administering policies regarding non-school usage of 
school facilities? 



a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f . 

g- 



Superintendent 83 
Assistant Superintendent 13 
Director of Buildings & Grounds 7 
Principal 18 
Head Custodian o 
Other 25 
No response 3 



55.7 

8.7 

4.7 
12.1 

0 

16.8 
2.0 



11. Does your school district execute a formal 
contract with non-school groups utilizing school 
district facilities? 



a . Yes 

b. No 

c. No response 



87 

60 

2 



58.4 

40.3 

1.3 
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Table 9 continued 

Frequencies and percentages of school districts 
responses to question #7 through question #20. N=149 

Questionnaire Item Response Frequency Percentage 

12 . Does your district require the requesting group to 
be organized eg: incorporated, officers by law? 



a. 


Yes 


24 


16.3 


b. 


No 


123 


83.7 


c. 


No response 


2 


1.3 


13. Does your district require the requesting 
have insurance protecting the district? 


group to 


a. 


Yes 


43 


30.3 


b. 


No 


99 


69.7 


c. 


No response 


7 


4.7 


14. 


Does your district 


have a minimum age requirement 


for the person signing or requesting the use of 
facilities? If yes the minimum age ? 


school 


a. 


Yes 


87 


58.4 


b. 


No 


58 


38.9 


c. 


No response 


4 


2.7 



Minimum age N=83 

a. 16 years i 

b. 18 years 25 

c. 19 years 2 

d. 21 years 55 

15. Does your school district restrict non-school use 
of facilities to residents of the school district? 

a. Yes 69 46.3 

b. No 75 50.3 

c. No response 5 3.4 
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Frequencies and percentages of school districts 
responses to question #7 through question #20. N=149 

Questio nnaire Item Response Frequency Percentage 

16. Does your school district allow non-school group 
usage of facilities during the following times? 

(Please answer each item) 





7am - 4:00om School davs 




a. 


Yes 


19 


12.8 


b. 


No 


126 


84.6 


c. 


No response 


4 


2.7 




7am - 4:00pm Non- 


■school work davs 




a. 


Yes 


122 


81.9 


b. 


No 


24 


16.1 


c. 


No response 


3 


2.0 




4:00pm - midnight 






a. 


Yes 


132 


88.6 


b. 


No 


12 


8.1 


c. 


No response 


5 


3.4 




Legal Holidays 






a. 


Yes 


86 


57.7 


b. 


No 


58 


38.9 


c. 


No response 


5 


3.4 




Midnight - 7:00am 






a. 


Yes 


38 


25.5 


b. 


No 


103 


69.1 


c. 


No response 


8 


5.4 




Saturday 7:00am - 


12 : 00am 




a. 


Yes 


136 


91.3 


b. 


No 


10 


6.7 


c. 


No response 


3 


2.0 




Sunday 7:00am - 12 


: 00pm 




a. 


Yes 


96 


64.4 


b. 


No 


49 


37.9 


c. 


No response 


4 


2.7 
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Table 9 continued 



Frequencies and percentages of school districts 
responses to question #7 through question #20. N=149 

Questionnaire item Response Frequency Percentage 





Sundav 12:01om - 


Midnioht 








a. 


Yes 


99 






66.4 


b. 


No 


44 






29.5 


c. 


No response 


6 






4.0 


17. 


Does your school 


district 


allow 


for profit non- 


school use of school 


facilities? 






a. 


Yes 


72 






48.3 


b. 


No 


75 






50.3 


c. 


No response 


2 






1.3 


18. 


Does your school 


district 


have a 


i reciprocal 


agreement with another agency for extended 


use of 


facilities? 










a. 


Yes 


30 






20.1 


b. 


No 


118 






79.2 


c. 


No response 


1 






.7 


19. 


Does your school 


district 


allow 


usage 


of the 



following products on school property by non-school 
groups? 



Tobacco or tobacco products 



a. 


Yes 


20 


13.4 


b. 


No 


127 


85.2 


c. 


No response 
Alcoholic beverages 


2 


1.3 


a. 


Yes 


3 


2.0 


b. 


No 


144 


96.6 


c. 


No response 


2 


1.3 


20. 

not 


Are there facilities within your 
available for non-school use? 


district that , 


a. 


Yes 


65 


43.6 


b. 


No 


80 


53.7 


c. 


No response 


4 


2.7 
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Table 9 continued 



Frequencies a nd percentages of school districts 
responses to qu estion #7 through question £ 20 _. n=i 4 Q 
Questionnaire Item Response Frequency Percentage 



A listing of facilities not available for non- 
school group usage is as follows: listed most 
frequently to least frequently. 



Space Frequency 

a. office 19 


in. 


b. classrooms 


16 


n. 


c. gym 


16 


0 . 


d. shop/ vocational 


12 


p. 


e. bus facilities 


9 


q. 


f. computer areas 


8 


r . 


g. science non/labs 


8 


s . 


h. cafeteria/kitchen 


6 


t . 


i. special classrooms 


3 


u. 


j . library 


2 


V. 


k. main building 


2 


w. 


1. boiler room 


1 


X. 



space 
warehouse 
storage area 
lawn areas 
typing areas 
teachers area 
elementary building 
high school building 



weight room 



Frequency 

2 



1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



districts or 1.3 percent review the policies every four 
years, and 7 districts or 4.7 percent review the 
policies every five years. Seventy-seven districts or 
51.7 percent do not carry out a scheduled review of 
their policies. There were three districts or 2 



percent which did not answer this question. 

Question 10. who is the school district person 
responsible administering out policies regarding non- 
school use of school facilities? 

A. Superintendent E. Head Custodian 

B. Asst. Supt. f. Other please list 
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Dir. Bldgs. & Grounds 
D. Principal 

Of the 146 districts responding to the question, 

83 districts or 55.7 percent indicated the 
superintendent was responsible for policy 
administration. Thirteen districts or 8.7 percent 
indicated that the assistant superintendent was 
responsible, 7 districts or 4.7 percent indicated that 
the director of buildings and grounds was responsible, 

18 districts or 12. l percent indicated that the 
principal was responsible, no districts responded that 
the head custodian was responsible, and 25 districts 
responded that other persons were responsible for 
facility usage policy administration. Three districts 
or 2.0 percent did not respond to this question. 

Question ll. Does your school district execute a 
formal contract with non-school groups utilizing 
district facilities? 

A. Yes B. No 

Of the 147 districts responding to the question, 

87 districts or 58.4 percent execute a formal contract, 
60 districts or 40.3 percent do not execute a formal 
contract, and 2 districts of 1.3 percent did not 
respond to the question. 
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Question 12. Does your district require the 
requesting group to be organized? eg: Incorporated, 

Officers, By-Laws. 

A. Yes B. No. 

Of the 147 districts responding to the question, 
24 districts or 16.1 percent require the group to be 
organized, 123 districts or 82.6 percent did not 
require the group to be organized, and 2 districts or 
1*3 percent did not respond to the question. 

Question 13. Does your district require the 
requesting group to have insurance protecting the 
school district? 

A. Yes B. No 

Of the 142 districts responding, 43 districts or 
28.9 percent required the group to have insurance, 99 
districts or 66.4 percent of the districts do not 
require insurance, and 7 districts or 4.7 per cent did 
not respond to the question. 

Question 14. Does your district have a minimum 
age requirement for the person signing or requesting 
the usage of school facilities? 

A. Yes B. No 
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Of the 145 districts responding, 87 or 58.4 
percent required a minimum age to sign or request 
facility usage, 58 district or 38.9 percent did not 
have a minimum age requirement, and 4 districts or 2.7 
percent did not respond to the question. Of the 83 
districts completing the age of the person signing or 
requesting the facility usage, l district or 1.2 
percent required a minimum of 16 years of age, 25 
districts or 30.1 percent required a minimum age of 18 
years, 2 districts or 2.4 percent required minimum age 
of 19 years, and 55 districts or 66.3 percent required 
a minimum age of 21 years. 

Question 15. Does your school district restrict 
non-school group usage of facilities to residents of 
the school district? 

A. Yes B. No 

Of the 144 districts responding, 69 district or 
46.3 percent required the group to be residents of the 
district, 75 districts or 50.3 percent did not require 
the group to be residents of the district, and 5 
districts or 3.4 percent did not respond to the 
question. 
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Question 16. Does your district allow non-school 
groups usage of facilities during the following times? 
(Please answer each item) 



7:00 a. m. -4:00 p.m. 


school days 


A. 


Yes 


B. 


No 


7:00 a. m. -4:00 p.m. 


non school work 


: day A. 


Yes 


B. 


No 


4:00 p.m. -Midnight 




A. 


Yes 


B. 


No 


Legal Holidays 




A. 


Yes 


B. 


NO 


Midnight - 7:00 a.m. 




A. 


Yes 


B. 


No 


Saturday - 7:00 a.m. 


- 12:00 p.m. 


A. 


Yes 


B. 


No 


Sunday - 7:00 a.m. 


- 12:00 p.m. 


A. 


Yes 


B. 


No 


Sunday - 12:01 p.m 


. - midnight 


A. 


Yes 


B. 


NO 



Of the 145 school districts responding to the 
question concerning use of facilities from 7:00 a.m.- 
4:00 p.m. on school days, 19 districts or 12.8 percent 
allowed usage, 126 districts or 84.6 percent do not 
allow usage during the school day, and 4 districts or 
2.7 percent did not respond to the sub-question. of 
the 146 school districts responding to the question 
concerning non-school usage during non-school days from 
7:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m., 122 districts or 81.9 percent 
allowed usage, 24 districts or 16.1 percent do not 
allow usage, and 3 districts or 2.0 percent did not 
respond to the question. 

Of the 144 school districts responding to the 
question concerning usage of facilities from 4:00 p.m. 
to midnight, 132 districts or 88.6 percent allow usage, 
12 districts or 8.1 percent do not allow usage, and 5 



83 

districts or 3.4 percent did not respond to the 
question. 

Of the 144 districts responding to facility usage 
during legal holidays, 86 districts or 57.7 percent 
allow usage, 58 district or 38.9 percent do not allow 
usage, and 5 districts or 3.4 percent did not respond 
to the question. 

Of the 146 districts responding to the question of 
usage from midnight to 7:00 a.m., 38 district or 25.5 
percent allow usage during this time, 108 districts do 
not allow usage during this time, and 8 districts or 
5.4 percent did not respond to the question. 

Of the 146 districts responding to the question 
about facility usage on Saturdays from 7:00 a.m. to 
12:00 p.m. , 136 districts or 91.3 percent allow usage 
of facilities, 10 districts or 6.7 percent do not allow 
usage, and 3 districts or 2.0 percent did not respond 
to the question. 

Of the 145 districts responding to the question of 
usage on Sunday from 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., 96 
districts or 64.4 percent allow usage of facilities, 49 
districts or 32.9 percent do not allow usage, and 4 
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district or 2.7 percent did not respond to the 
question. 

Of the 143 districts responding to the question of 
Sunday usage of facilities from 12:01 p.m. to midnight, 
99 districts or 66.4 percent allow usage, 44 districts 
or 29.5 percent do not allow usage, and 6 districts or 
4.0 percent did not respond to the question. 

Questi on 17 . Does your school district allow for 
profit non-school use of school facilities? 

A. Yes B. No 

Of the 147 districts responding, 72 district or 
48.3 percent allow for-profit use of facilities, 75 
districts or 50.3 percent of the districts do not allow 
for-profit use of facilities, and 2 district or 1.7 
percent did not respond to the question. 

Question 18. Does your school district have a 
reciprocal agreement with another agency for extended 
use of facilities? 

A. Yes B. No 

Of the 148 districts responding, 30 districts or 
20.1 percent have a reciprocal agreement with another 
agency, 118 districts or 79.2 percent do not have a 
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reciprocal agreement, and 1 district or .7 percent did 
not respond to the question. 

Question 19. Does your district allow usage of 
the following products on school property by non-school 
groups? 

Tobacco or Tobacco Products A. Yes B. No 

Alcoholic Beverages A. Yes B. No 

Of the 147 districts responding to the questions 
concerning tobacco or tobacco products usage on school 
property, 20 districts or 13.4 percent allow usage, 127 
districts or 85.2 percent do not allow usage, and 2 
districts or 1.3 percent did not respond to the 
question. 

Of the 147 districts responding to the question of 
alcoholic beverage use by non-school groups on school 
property, 3 district or 2.0 percent allow alcoholic 
beverages, 144 districts or 96.6 percent do not allow 
usage, and 2 districts or 1.3 percent did not respond 
to the question. 

Question 20. Are there facilities within your 
district that are not available for non-school use? 

A. Yes B. No 

Please list facilities that are not available 
to non-school groups. 
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a . 

b. 

c. 



d. 

e. 



Of the 145 districts responding to the question of 
facilities not available for non-school group use, 65 
districts or 43.6 percent have facilities that were not 
available for use, 80 districts or 53.7 percent do not 
have facilities restricted for use by non— school 
groups, and 4 district or 2.7 percent did not respond 
to the question. The facilities listed as not 
available by the school districts are as follows: 



Space Frequency Space Frequency 



a. office 


19 


m. warehouse 


2 


b. classrooms 


16 


n. storage area 


1 


c. gym 


16 


o. lawn areas 


1 


d. shop/ vocational 


12 


p. typing areas 


1 


e. bus facilities 


9 


q. teachers area 


1 


f . computer areas 


8 


r. elementary building 


1 


g. science/ labs 


8 


s. high school building 


1 


h. cafeteria/kitchen 


6 


t. administration building 


1 


i. special classrooms 


3 


u. general service center 


1 


j. library 


2 


v. high school commons 


1 


k. main building 


2 


w. weight room 


1 


1. boiler room 


1 


x. drivers education room 


1 



Comments were solicited from the superintendents 
concerning district experiences in developing policies 
and fee structures concerning non-school use of school 
facilities. The comments received are listed in the 
order tabulated as follows: 
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*Use MSBA model policies, have not computerized into an 
integrated local policy... 

*An ongoing challenge 

*Profit making activities are limited to groups that 
can return the money 

*Time and a half charged for custodial, rarely for 
utilities 

*Well written and very helpful 

*Forty per cafeteria, ten per hour for gym or ball 
field 

♦Policy needs review 

♦Liability requires limits to school youth and 
government organizations 
♦Every community is different 

♦Policies are in the board minutes, district charges 
ten dollars per hour for gym, lunch. . 

♦We have had no problems 

♦Prior to 1992 a fee was charged, since that time 
organizations donate enough to cover 
♦School activities take first priority but have a 

liberal policy for other educational groups 

♦We have a mess, I will try to fix it but so far little 
help from board or community 
♦District going through major changes, have charged 
three dollars per hour for student use 
♦Policies and procedures work well for our district 
♦Most building are available 

♦Fifteen dollars per hour is basic fee structure, non- 
profit is no charge if custodians are not used.. 

♦We have no fee structure, only facility used is gym 
for volleyball and outside field.. 

♦This is a problem, several power groups in the 
community set up different rules 
♦Rent gym and lunch room for a minimum of two hours, 
the cook or custodian must be present 
♦We have policies but policies tend not to cover every 
possible activity 

♦The more community use we have the better our 
community support seems 

♦Old policies not being combined with MSBA policies 
♦It is difficult to agree on a policy to cover all 
situations 

♦Our policy needs updating in light of recent court 
rulings, board of education is reluctant 
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Discussion 

The results from the survey revealed that 10 
districts or 6.9 percent failed to have written 
policies and regulations specifically designed to allow 
non-school group usage of school facilities. The 
survey revealed that 135 districts or 93.1 percent have 
written policies and regulations governing non-school 
group use of school facilities. There were 91 school 
districts that returned a copy of their district's 
facility usage policy. The returned policies and 
regulations were reviewed and the following components 
were noted as being major parts of these policies: 

1. A statement of the Board of Education's philosophy 
regarding non-school use of facilities. 

2. Types of community and/or outside organizations 
permitted use of school facilities. 

3. Location, times, and types of facilities available 
for non-school use. 

4. Identification of the school district employee 
responsible for granting facility usage 
permission. 

5. The approved fee schedule and permit process for 
non-school use of facilities. 

6. A hold harmless agreement with the group or 
certificate of insurance naming the school 
district as additional insurance. 
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7 . A statement regarding responsibility of user 
groups for damages to school district property 
beyond normal wear and tear. 

8. A statement concerning prohibited activities is 
generally included. 

Policies from unidentified school districts are 
included in Appendix C. These policies are 
representative of various school district sizes 
(student enrollment) and geographic location within 
Missouri . 



Summary 

This chapter was devoted to presentation of the 
results of the study. A chi-square test was utilized 
to test the HOI concerning whether a district had 
written policies using the variables of size, 
classification, membership in Missouri School Boards 
Association, and population status in the state. A 
chi-square test was also utilized to test H02 to see if 
there were differences between school districts that 
charged for non-school usage of school facilities and 
those that did not charge. The school size, 
classification, membership in Missouri School Boards 
Association, and population status variables were 
utilized in the hypotheses testing. Question numbers 
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seven through 20, were presented in Table Nine 
indicating frequency of response and percentage of 
response. The areas not allowed to be utilized in 
school buildings by non-school groups were listed by 
area and frequency. Comments from school district 
superintendents about their experiences in developing 
policies and fees concerning non-school group usage 
were individually listed. 
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CHAPTER 5 



SUMMARY 

Policy making is judged to be a most important 
function of a board of education (Knezevich, 1975) . 

The development of a well defined policy is no simple 
chore. It requires discipline, considerable debate, 
discussion, and time. On occasion, the value of policy 
formulation may be questioned in view of the time and 
effort required. Most authorities agree that written 
statements of policy are essential to effective school 
administration. According to Knezevich (1975) policy 
statements should encompass all aspects of school 
operations that command the attention of the school 
board. This difficult process cannot be successfully 
accomplished without guidance from the professional 
education staff and, at times, an attorney. 

After policy formulation, it becomes the 
responsibility of the superintendent of schools to 
establish provisions that implement board policies. 

Each staff has a responsibility thus to implement 
policies relating to their area of responsibility. 

Boards of education, acting in their capacity as 
policy making bodies for their respective public school 

91 
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districts, are often called upon to make decisions 
relating to non-educational as well as educational 
functions of their school systems. This study focuses 
on the rules and regulations adopted by boards of 
education in Missouri Public School Districts that 
govern non-school use of public school facilities. 

Debates regarding how public school facilities can 
be efficiently used are becoming more common, it seems 
a waste to have school buildings, playgrounds, and 
equipment standing idle after school hours, on 
weekends, and during vacation periods. It would appear 
to be desirable for school district boards of education 
to devise plans and practices to optimize the 
utilization of school district facilities for the 
students and community alike. 

Policies governing the usage of facilities by non- 
school groups have not undergone rigorous formulation. 
Little is known concerning the cost and benefits 
rendered with extended school facility usage beyond the 
traditional K-12 school day program. Little has been 
done to determine what facility usage policies are in 
effect in Missouri Public Schools. Knowledge by the 
school board of the needs of non-school groups within 
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the community for use of school facilities could serve 
as a point of reference for school facility usage 
policies for non-school groups. 

There were three main purposes of this study. 

They were : 

1. To determine the percentages of Missouri 
Public School Districts that allow extended use of 
school facilities by non-school groups. 

2. To determine which school districts have 
written board policies in regard to extended use of 
school facilities by non-school groups. 

3. To determine typical and average fees charged 
by school districts which allow extended use of school 
facilities by non-school groups. 

The data for this study were obtained from school 
districts in Missouri which were originally used by 
Wells (1979) in his study of school policies on 
corporal punishment. The sample used by Wells (1979) 
was most recently used again by Jones (1988) for a 
policy study on communicable disease policies in 
Missouri Public Schools. The population sample used in 
this study consisted of 165 Missouri K-12 public school 
districts which are listed in Appendix E. 
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The superintendent of schools in each district was 
mailed a questionnaire concerning non-school usage of 
facilities. It was to be completed and returned to the 
researcher. The questionnaire is located in Appendix A. 
Policy information and fee structures concerning non- 
school use of facilities were also requested. The data 
were collected during the summer of 1993, utilizing 
three mailings over nine weeks. A follow-up telephone 
call was made to districts that had not returned 
information during the last mailing. 

Return of 149 usable surveys resulted in a return 
rate of 90 percent. In addition to the survey, 91 
superintendents returned copies of their district's 
non-school use policies and 47 school district 
superintendents returned copies of their fee structure 
related to non-school use of facilities. 

The combination of the responses to the 
questionnaire and examination of the policies provided 
the data for the study. A chi-square test was utilized 
to determine if there were significant differences 
between school districts with written policies on non- 
school group usage of school facilities and those 
without such policies based on the school district 
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variables of school size (student enrollment), 
classification (AA, AAA, U, Accredited, Provisional 
Accreditation, Unaccredited) , membership in Missouri 
School Boards Association, and metropolitan or outstate 
locations. 

A chi-square test was also utilized to determine 
if there were significant differences between school 
districts which charge for non-school usage of 
facilities and those that do not charge based on the 
school district variables of school district size 
(student enrollment), classification (AA, AAA, U, 
Accredited, Provisional Accreditation, Unaccredited) , 
membership in Missouri School Boards Association, and 
metropolitan or outstate location. 

Specifically this study attempted to answer the 
following questions: 

1. Do Missouri public schools allow extended use 
of public school facilities by non-school 
groups? 

2. Do Missouri public schools have board policies 
that govern extended use of school facilities 
by non-school groups? 
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3. Do Missouri public schools allowing extended 
use of school facilities charge for such usage 
and, if so, what are typical rates? Do the 
school districts have different rates for 
different types of groups? 

4 . How often are non-school facility usage 
policies and rate schedules reviewed by the 
school district? 

5. Who is the school district person most often 
responsible for carrying out school district 
policies relating to facility usage by non- 
school groups? 

6. Do the public schools allowing extended usage 
of facilities execute formal contracts for 
such usage? 

7 . Does the size of the school district relate to 
whether or not it has a written policy? 

8. Do the public school districts' fees provide 
reimbursement for supervision, utilities, 
capital outlay, security, and custodial 
services for extended use of facilities by 
non-school groups? 
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Do the public school districts restrict usage 
of facilities by non-school group to residents 
of the school district? 

Are there facilities in the school districts 
that are generally not available to non-school 
groups? 

Is there a minimum age for the responsible 
person making the application to utilize 
school district facilities by non-school 
groups? 

Do the school districts require insurance 
protection naming the school district as 
additional insured by the parties requesting 
use of school facilities? 

Do the school districts restrict the times 
the school facilities can be used by non- 
school groups? 

Do the school districts limit commercial 
ventures within the school facilities by non- 
school groups? 

Do the school districts require that a group 
requesting extended use of school facilities 
be organized? 
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16. Do the school districts have a reciprocal 
agreement with other public or non-profit 
entities for extended facility usage? 

17 . Do the school districts clarify conduct and 
responsibilities by non-school user groups? 

Findings 

The study provided the answers to the following 
research questions. 

Question gl 

Do Missouri Public Schools allow extended use of 
school facilities by non— school groups? 

Of the responding districts, 98.0 percent allow 
non-school usage of facilities and two percent of the 
reporting districts did not complete this item on the 
questionnaire . 

Question #2 

Do Missouri Public Schools have board policies 
that govern extended use of facilities by non- 
school groups? 

Of the responding districts, 93.1 percent have 
written policies concerning non-school use of 

. The districts that did not have written 
policies covering non-school use of facilities 
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represented 6.9 percent of total responding districts 
and all had a student population of 1800 or fewer. 
Question #3 

Do Missouri Public Schools allowing extended use 
of school facilities charge for usage, and if so, 
what are typical rates? 

Of the 145 districts responding to this question, 
125 or 86.2 percent charge for extended use of 
facilities. Twenty district or 13.8 percent did not 
charge for non-school usage and all of these districts 
had a student enrollment of 1200 or fewer. A sample 
fee structure for various types of school facilities is 
located in Appendix D. The rates varied greatly 
throughout the state and typical rates were not 
discernable from the fee structures. 

Question #4 

Do the school districts have different rates for 
different types of groups? 

Of the 141 districts reporting, 85 districts or 
60.3 percent did not have different rates for different 
groups. When the district enrollment reached 2400 
students, the districts were more likely to have 
different rates for different groups. 
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Question #5 

How often are non-school facility usage policies 
and rate schedules reviewed by the school 
district? 

One hundred and forty-six districts responded to 
this question and 77 districts or 52.7 percent indicate 
no scheduled review of facility usage policies. Forty- 
one districts or 28.1 percent reported a scheduled 
review every year. The majority of the districts with 
a yearly review were under 1800 student enrollment. 
Question #6 

Who is the school district person most often 
responsible for carrying out school district 
policies relating to non-school group usage of 
facilities? 

Of the 146 districts reporting on this question, 

83 districts or 56.8 percent indicated that the 
superintendent is responsible, 13 districts or 8.7 
percent indicated the assistant superintendent is 
responsible, 7 districts or 8.7 percent indicated the 
director of buildings and grounds is responsible, 18 
districts or 12.1 percent indicated the principal is 
responsible, and 25 districts or 16.8 percent listed 
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other as the responsible person for administering the 
non-school use of facility policies. 
rmesti on #7 

Do school districts allowing non-school use of 
facilities execute formal contracts for such 
usage? 

Of the 147 districts responding, 87 district or 
59.2 percent execute formal contracts for non school 
use. Of the 60 districts, or 40.8 percent reporting non 
use of a contract, 48 districts had a student 
enrollment of 1200 or fewer. 
onestion #8 

Does the size of the school district relate to 
whether or not it has a written policy? 

Of the 145 districts responding, 135 districts or 
93.1 percent have written policies covering non-school 
use of facilities. Ten districts or 6.9 percent 
responded no to the question and these districts had a 
student population of 1800 or fewer. The size of the 
district was not significant to the question of written 
policy. 

Question j9 
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Do the public school district policies provide 
reimbursement for supervision, utilities, capital 
outlay, security, and custodial services for 
extended use of facilities by non-school groups? 

Of the 149 districts responding, 108 districts or 
72.5 percent charge for custodial services, 35 
districts or 23.5 percent charge for supervision, 92 
districts or 61.7 charge for utilities, 22 districts or 
14.8 percent charged for security, and 14 districts or 
9.4 percent charged for capital outlay. 

Question #10 

Do the public school districts restrict usage of 
facilities by non-school groups to residents of 
the school district? 

Of the 144 districts responding, 75 or 52.1 
percent do not require the group to be composed of 
district citizens. There were 51 districts with 
enrollments of 1200 students or fewer that required the 
group to be residents of the districts. 

Question #11 

Are there facilities in the school districts that 
are generally not available for non-school use? 
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Of the 145 responding districts, 80 districts or 
55.2 percent indicated that there were no facilities 
restricted from use by non-school groups. But in those 
which do restrict usage the most often listed were 
office areas, specialized classrooms, shops facilities, 
and vocational/technical areas. 

Question #12 

Is there a minimum age for the responsible person 
making the application to utilize school district 
facilities by non-school groups? 

Of the 149 district responding to the question, 66 
district or 44.3 percent did not have an age 
requirement. Fifty district or 33.6 percent listed the 
age of 21 as the required age. 

Question #13 

Do the school districts require insurance 
protection naming the school district as 
additional insured by the parties requesting use 
of school facilities? 

Of the 142 districts responding to the question, 

43 districts or 28.9 percent require the group to have 
insurance naming the school district as additional 
insured. 
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Question #14 

Do the school districts restrict the times the 
school facilities can be used by non-school 
groups? 

Of the 149 school districts responding, 126 
districts or 84.6 percent did not allow non-school use 
from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on school days. One 
hundred and three districts or 69.1 percent did not 
allow non-school usage of facilities from midnight to 
7:00 a.m. The majority of the districts allowed non- 
school use of facilities at all other times. 

Question #15 

Do the school districts limit commercial ventures 
within the school facilities by non-school groups? 
Of the 149 districts responding, 75 districts or 
50.3 percent did not allow commercial use of their 
facilities. The school districts were split 50/50 on 
this question throughout all sizes of school districts 
within the state. 

Question #16 

Do the school districts require the group 
requesting extended use of school facilities be 
organized? 
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Of the 149 districts responding, 123 district or 
82.6 percent did not require the group to be organized. 
Question #17 

Do the school districts have a reciprocal 
agreement with other public or non-profit entities 
for extended use of facilities? 

Of the 149 districts responding to the question, 
118 district or 79.7 percent did not have a reciprocal 
agreement with other entities for extended use of 
facilities. 

Question #18 

Do the school districts clarify conduct and 
responsibilities by non— school user groups? 

Of the 149 school districts responding, 127 
districts or 86.4 percent did not allow tobacco or 
tobacco products usage on school property, and 144 
districts or 98.0 percent did not allow alcoholic 
beverage or consumption of alcoholic products on school 
premises. Most policies required the group to be 
responsible for their group's conduct and any damage to 
school property aside from normal wear and tear would 
require reimbursement by the group responsible. 
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Conclusions 

There were three main purposes of this study. 

They were: 

1. To determine the percentage of Missouri Public 
School Districts that allow extended use of school 
facilities by non-school groups. 

2 . To determine which school districts have 
written board policies in regard to extended use of 
school facilities by non— school groups. 

3 . To determine typical and average fees charged 
by school districts which allowed extended use of 
school facilities by non-school groups. 

The following conclusions have been reached as a 
result of this study: 

Conclusion £l 

It would appear from the information provided in 
the study that Missouri Public School Districts have 
taken full advantage of the Missouri Statute (RSMO 
177.011, 1992) allowing non-school use of facilities. 

Of the 149 districts responding to the requested 
information, 147 districts or 98.0 percent allowed non- 
school use of facilities. The majority of the 
districts in the study allowed non-school use as long 
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as the use did not interfere with the educational 
purpose to which the facilities are devoted. 
conclusion #2 

Public school districts in Missouri have a wide 
variety of policies and practices for administering the 
use of school facilities by non-school groups, 
policies which are widely known and are consistently 
and fairly administered could prevent misuse of the 
facility assets held in trust by school district 
Legally, public school districts have 
enjoyed a liberalization of laws regarding facility use 
(Landis Chapel & John Steigerwald v Center Moriches 
Union Free School District 1993, Fairfax Covenant 
Church v Fairfax County School Board 1993) . The 
majority of the school districts, 93.1 percent, have 
written policies concerning the use of school 
facilities by non-school groups. The size and 
geographic location of the school districts did not 
appear to be relevant to the existence or non-existence 
of a written policy concerning facility usage by non- 
school groups. 
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Whenever tax dollars go to supplement a non-school 
group's use of school facilities, there can surface 
serious reason for concern (Shaw, 1949) . It is a well- 
established principle of law that public monies raised 
for one purpose cannot be devoted to another (Nolte, 
1966 ). The majority of the school districts, 86.2 
percent, in the study charged fees for non-school use 
of facilities. There were significant relationships 
between the size (student enrollment) of the school 
district, membership in MSBA, classification of the 
school district, and whether or not it charged fees for 
non-school use. 

Various amounts were charged for the rental of 
facilities. Large school districts generally charge 
more and have more specific rental policies than do 
smaller districts. 



Discuss i on 

In most cases policies cited state statutes which 
apply to non-school group use of school facilities. 

Any district permitting use of facilities by non-school 
groups needs to have policies and regulations 
administered by a designated official. This official's 
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job in part is to minimize conflicts and confusion, 
protect the district against property loss and damage, 
assign service and supervisory personnel, handle the 
accounting for use application, and collect fees. The 
taxpayer and the school board should hold this official 
responsible for guaranteeing uses of tax dollars as 
intended by taxpayers. 

Many citizens, educators, architects, urban 
planners, and sociologists believe that schools operate 
more effectively and the educational program is more 
productive when closely related to and used by all 
people of a community. Boards of education can help 
achieve this mission by establishing adequate policies 
that address non-school use of public school 
facilities. Ambiguity, confusion, and trouble are 
avoided when policies are adopted and published. 

Clearly written policies which reflect thorough 
research, sound judgement, and careful planning can 

stave off the maiming accusations of uninformed 
critics. 
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SURVEY OF MISSOURI PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 
REGARDING USAGE OF AND FEE CHARGE 
FOR NON-SCHOOL GROUP USAGE 
OF SCHOOL FACILITIES 



Terms 

For the purpose of this questionnaire the 
following definitions should be applied: 

Non-School Group 

Any group which has no direct affiliation 
with the ongoing educational program 
sponsored by the public school board. 

Policy 

A principle adopted by the board of education 
to chart a course of action for its 
administration and to define the limits 
within which he will exercise judgement and 
discretion. The what, the why, and the how 
much. 

School Facility 

Any building, land, or related property which 
comes under the jurisdiction of the school 
board. 

Part I : Background 

Please indicate your response by circling the 
letter that precedes the correct or appropriate 
response to the first four questions. Be sure every 
item is marked. 

1. What is the current enrollment of students in your 
entire school district? 



A. 


Fewer than 200 


F. 


1800-2399 


B. 


200-499 


G • 


2400-4999 


C. 


500-799 


H. 


5000-9999 


D. 

E. 


800-1199 

1200-1799 


I. 


10, 000-and 
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2. What is the present classification of your entire 
school district? 



A. 


U 


D. 


Accredited 


B. 


AA 


E. 


Provisional Accreditation 


C. 


AAA 


F. 


Unaccredited 


3. Is 


your school 


district 


board of education a member 



of the Missouri School Boards Association? 

A. Yes 

B. No 

PART II: POLICIES 

Please indicate your response by circling the letter 
that precedes the correct or appropriate response to 
the question. 

4. Does your school district allow non-school use of 
school facilities? 

A. yes B. No 

5. Does your school district have written policies 
that govern non-school use of facilities? 

A. yes B. No 

6. Does your school district charge fees for non- 
school group usage of facilities? 

A. yes B. No 

7. Do the fees charged cover district expenses for the 
following items? 



Custodial Service 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Supervisory Personnel 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Utility Cost 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Security Cost 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 


Capital Outlay 
Other, please list: 


A. Yes 


B. No 


C. N/A 



8. Does your school district have different rates for 
different types of groups? 

A. Yes B. No 
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9. How often are district policies covering extended 
use of school facilities by non— school groups reviewed 
by the board? 

A. Once each year D. Once every four years 

B. Once every two years E. Once every five years 

C. Once every three years F. No scheduled review 

10. Who is the school district person responsible for 

administering policies regarding non-school usage of 
school facilities? 

A. Superintendent e. Head Custodian 

B. Asst. Superintendent F. Other, please list: 

C. Dir. Buildings and Grounds 

D. Principal 

11. Does your district execute a formal contract with 
non-school groups utilizing district facilities? 



A. Yes B. No 

12. Does your district require the requesting group to 
be organized? eg: Incorporated, Officers, By Laws. 

A. Yes b. No 

13. Does your district require the requesting group to 
have insurance protecting the school district? 

A. Yes B. No 

14. Does your district have a minimum age requirement 

for the person signing or requesting the usage of 
school facilities? 

A. Yes B. No If yes, the minimum age is ? 

15. Does your school district restrict non-school group 
usage of facilities to residents of the school 
district? 



A. Yes 



B. No 
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16 • Does your district allow non— school groups usage of 
facilities during the following times? (Please answer 
each item) 



7 : 00a.m. - 


4:00p.m. school days 


A. Yes 


B. No 


7:00a.m.- 


4:00p.m. Non school work days 


A. Yes 


B. No 


4:00 p.ro. 


-Midnight 


A. Yes 


B. No 


Legal Holidays 


A. Yes 


B. No 


Midnight 


- 7:00 a.m. 


A. Yes 


B. No 


Saturday 


7:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. 


A. Yes 


B. No 


Sunday 


7:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. 


A. Yes 


B. No 


Sunday 


12:01 p.m. - Midnight 


A. Yes 


B. No 



17. Does your school district allow for profit non- 
school use of school facilities? 

A. Yes B. No 

18. Does your school district have a reciprocal 
agreement with another agency for extended use of 
facilities? 

A. Yes B. No 

19. Does your district allow usage of tobacco or 
tobacco products on school property by non-school 
groups? 



A. Yes B. No 

Does your district allow alcohol use by non-school 
groups? 



A. Yes B. No 

20. Are there facilities within your district that are 
not available for non-school use? 

A. Yes B. No 

Please list facilities that are not available to 
non-school groups. 



a. 

b. 



d 

e 



f 
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Please send a copy of your district ' s written 
policies and fee structure for non-school usage of 
school facilities, when you return this questionnaire, 
in the stamped, self addressed envelope. 



Comments about your district's experiences in 
developing policies and fee structures concerning non- 
school use of school facilities: 



Thank you for your time, effort, and cooperation. 
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College of Education 




Department of Educational Administration 



Hill Hall 




p S |TY OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA 



Columbia, Missouri 65211 
Telephone (314) 882-8221 



FAX [314] 882=5071 



July 16, 1993 



pear Colleague: 



I am conducting a study of the policies and fees charged for 
O n-school group usage of public school facilities in Missouri. 
" is study is related to my work toward a doctoral degree at the 
p n iversity of Missouri-Columbia. Boards of education, acting in 
j thei r capacity as policy making bodies for their respective 

public school districts, are often called upon to make decisions 
Relating to non-educational as well as educational functions of 
■ their school systems. I am interested in identifying the common 
elements found in Missouri School District Policies related to 
non-school usage of facilities. 

Your assistance is requested with the study by completing 
t he enclosed questionnaire. Secondly, would you please enclose a 
I copy °f your district's written policy and fee structure for non- 

j school usage of your district facilities. The common elements of 

« policies concerning non-school use of facilities will be 
| identified in Missouri Public K-12 School Districts. Enclosed is 
a self-addressed, stamped envelope for return of this material. 

You may be assured that your school district and policy will 
i not be identified individually in any way after it is received. 

No evaluation, judgement, or rating of the policy or fee 
! structure of any school will occur. 

i 

I 

When the study is completed the findings will be available 
without reference to an individual or district. If you have a 
particular need or interest for this information, please 
indicate your interest and an abstract of the study will be sent 
to you. 

I believe that this study will be of value as a resource to 
Missouri superintendents and boards working with policies and 
fees related to non-school group usage of public school 
facilities. Thank you for your cooperation. 



by: 



R. G. Kirby, Principal Investigator 
Dir. of Bldgs. & Grounds 
5911 Blue Ridge Blvd. 

Raytown , MO 64133 



Dr. Robert Shaw 
Dissertation Supervisor 
207 Hill Hall UMC 
Columbia, MO 65201 



an equal opportunity institution 
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College of Education 




1993 



Department of Educational Administration 

Hill Hall 

Columbia. Missouri 6521 1 
Telephone (314) 882-8221 
FAX [314] 882=5071 



pear Colleague: 

Approximately three weeks ago a letter and questionnaire 
j-ega^ding non-school group usage and fee structure of public 
school facilities was mailed to you. As of this date, your reply 
jias not been received. Perhaps the mail delivery failed or 
perhaps you were very busy and put it aside to be filled out 
later. I can understand and appreciate your busy schedule, since 
l am an administrator also. 

However, it is very important that a high percentage of the 
surveys be included in the study because it is a random sample 
and a high response is necessary to make this study more valid. 

I believe the results of this policy study will be a benefit to 
the schools in Missouri. 

A copy of the first letter and questionnaire is enclosed 
with a stamped, self-addressed envelope, in case the mail did not 
get to you the first time. Please, may I ask for your 
cooperation in filling out the enclosed questionnaire and send me 
your policy and fee structure for non-school group usage of your 
facilities . 

Thanks for your cooperation and help. 

Sincerely , 



Robert G. Kirby 
Principal Investigator 
5911 Blue Ridge Blvd. 
Raytown, MO 64133 
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SAMPLE POLICIES 
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FACILITY USE POLICY SCHOOL fl 
Community Use of School Facilities 



127 



It is the belief and intent of the Board of Education 
that school facilities should be made available for as 
many community uses as are not inconsistent with 
carrying on the school's primary function — that of 
educating the children of the district. 

With this philosophy in mind and in order that the vast 
and varied uses of school facilities may be effectively 
and equitably administered, certain school facilities 
will be available to groups on a "first come, first 
served" basis provided these facilities are not needed 
by public school groups, public school affiliated 
groups or student-related groups, and provided also, in 
the judgment of the school district officials, the 
intended use is of a nature generally acceptable to the 
community and is not damaging to the building or its 
contents. 

In the interest of health and safety in an attempt to 
cooperate with other local organizations and in order 
to assure that facilities and equipment will be ready 
for use for the regular school purposes, the following 
policies governing the use of school facilities and 
equipment are established. 

BUILDING AND EQUIPMENT USE 

No organization shall be eligible to use school 
facilities if such organization (a) advocates any 
doctrine or theory subversive to the laws or the 
Constitution of the United States or the laws or 
Constitution of the State of Missouri; (b) advocates 
social or political change by violence or overthrow of 
state or federal government; (c) discriminates as to 
its membership because of race or color; (d) 
discriminates as to those who may participate in its 
use of the school facilities because of race or color; 
nor are school facilities available to any individual 
or group supporting individuals or groups advocating 
subversion, violence or racial discrimination. 
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Any group using school facilities is responsible for 
all damage to school property beyond that occasioned by 
normal use. 

The Board of Education, through the assistant 
superintendent for business, reserves the right to 
suggest alternate places for any function or activity 
if, in the opinion of the assistant superintendent for 
business, such transfer is in the best interest of the 
school district. 

Arrangements for the use of school facilities by groups 
other than public school, public-school-affiliated and 
student-related groups (before 5 p.m.) must be made in 
the office of the assistant superintendent for 
business. Requests for the use of school facilities 
must be made during the hours the business office is 
open, and thirty-six (36) hours in advance of the date 
and time the facilities are to be used. Earlier 
requests enhance approval, since all community use 
permits are on a "first come, first served" basis. 

A written permit will be issued for the use of school 
property in triplicate — one copy each to the building 
principal, the applicant, and school district business 
office. Each permit is subject to cancellation if the 
facilities are later found by the school principal to 
be needed for school or school-affiliated purposes. 

The privilege of cancellation, however, shall be used 
only where necessary, and always with regard to the 
desire of the Board of Education to allow the fullest 
use of school facilities by the citizens of the 
community. Such permits which are considered to be 
part of this policy may be granted for a single use or 
a limited continuing use. 

No permit shall be issued except upon satisfactory 
assurance that the use of the school facilities will be 
under the direct supervision of an adult who is 
resident of this school district, and who is judged to 
be responsible and to be competent to supervise the 
proposed program of activities. 

A regularly employed member of the custodial staff, 
and/or the building principal or assistant principal 
must be on duty during the use of any school building 



139 



129 



by groups to which a permit has been issued. All 
permits will be issued for specific rooms. It shall be 
the responsibility of the permit holder to restrict the 
activities of his or her group to that specific area 
except for necessary hallways and restrooms. 

Categories of users are defined by, but not limited to 
the examples included: 

Public School Groups 

Regularly scheduled classes which meet regularly and 
are considered a part of the school's curriculum; 
school-sponsored activities such as school athletic and 
music groups, student clubs and plays, student council 
activities, student social organizations, and other 
similar school sponsored groups; 

School Affiliated Groups 

School affiliated groups such as parent-teacher 
associations, school-approved student groups, parent 
organizations, employee groups of an educational, 
professional and social nature, and other similar 
school-affiliated groups; 

Student Related Groups 

Community youth character building groups such as Boy 
Scouts, Club Scouts, Brownies, Bluebirds, YMCA, YWCA, 
Campfire Girls, Latchkey, Junior Achievement clubs, 4-H 
clubs, and other youth character building groups of a 
similar nature, including municipally sponsored youth 
recreation programs. 

Community Groups 

Community educational and cultural activities, such as 
lectures, concerts, plays, operas, recitals, pageants, 
talent shows, non-commercial exhibits, forums, 
operettas, dance presentations, natural science 
classes, motion picture and television programs, non- 
public educational classes, and other groups of a 
similar nature which do not culminate in personal or 
private gain. 
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Municipally sponsored adult recreational groups and 
activities, such as athletic groups and teams, physical 
education groups, art classes, and other adult groups 
and activities sponsored by municipalities. 

community recreational and avocational groups such as 
athletic groups and teams, physical education groups, 
dance clubs or groups, social clubs, hobby groups, non- 
school choral groups and other community recreational 
and avocational groups and activities. 

Civic groups, such as chamber of Commerce, Junior 
Chamber of Commerce, Service clubs, Women's clubs, 
League of Women Voters, and other similar civic groups. 

Fraternal groups such as Elks, Moose, W.O.W, Masonic 
affiliated groups, I.O.O.F. and affiliated groups, 
fraternities, sororities, Knights of Columbus and 
affiliated groups, American Legion, V.F.W., non- 
religious church meetings and bazaars, and similar 
fraternal groups. 

Political groups, such as Democrats and Republicans. 

Charity groups, such as Good Will, Salvation Army, 

CARE, United Fund, Red Cross, and other similar charity 
groups . 

Professional groups, such as labor unions, medical 
groups, dental groups, osteopathic groups, engineering 
groups and organizations, optometrists; veterinary 
associations, and similar professional groups. 

Governmental groups, such as various branches and 
subsidiary groups of the City, County, State, and 
Federal governments, and similar governmental groups. 

University and College Groups 

Higher education classes, student groups such as 
government, fraternities, sororities, or other similar 
groups . 
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Commercial Grouns 

Organizations and corporations, such as businesses, 
firms, companies, and other groups and organizations of 
a private or personal nature whose primary purpose is 
one of promotion, financial or capital gain. 

Private Groups 

Private groups, personal and private functions whose 
primary purpose is of a promotional, social, 
recreational, personal nature or for private gains. 

Religious Groups 

Religious groups consisting of all churches and other 
religious groups and organizations whose primary 
purpose is the teaching or practicing of a religious 
doctrine . 

PERMIT AND COST 

Public School and School Affiliated Groups 

Permit - None required if using building to which they 
are affiliated. Arrangements to be made with 
building principal. 

Cost - None if using building with which they are 

affiliated. Supervisory charges for computer 
use will be made. 

Student Related Groups 

Permit - Yes, if after 5 p.m. 

Before 5 p.m. arrangements are to be made with 
building principal. 

Cost - No charge for building, custodial charge will 
be made. Supervisory charges for computer use 
will be made. 

Community Groups 

Permit - Yes 

Cost - Nominal charge to cover building cost to 

school district. Custodial charge will be 
made. 
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University and College Student Groups 
Permit - Yes 

cost - Scheduled building charge will be charged. 

Custodial charge will be made. Supervisory 
charge for computer use will be made. 

commercial and Private Uses 

Commercial and private uses of school facilities such 
as sales, private parties, demonstrations, or exhibits, 
culminating in personal and/or private gain, and all 
other educational, cultural recreational and/or 
avocational group activities culminating in personal 
and/or private gain will not be granted except on rare 
occasions when in the judgment of the superintendent or 
the Board of Education, the benefits to the community 
as a whole appear to justify such use. 

TIME OF USAGE 

School and Affiliated Groups - At discretion of 
building principal. 

Student Related Groups - Before 5 p.m. at discretion of 
the building principal. 

All Other Groups - Permit required. 

SCHOOL EQUIPMENT 

The use of school equipment, except for that equipment 
which is normally considered a part of the facility, 
will be permitted only when, in the judgement of the 
building principal or assistant superintendent for 
business, such use is justified. Examples of used that 
might, on occasion, be justified are: (a) stage 

scenery and flats which can be used without alteration; 
(b) audio-visual equipment; (c) special stage lighting 
and dimming equipment; (d) equipment on which a 
reciprocal arrangement is made with a community groups; 
and (e) use of equipment by a staff member for 
professional uses. All equipment requiring an operator 
must be operated by school or school-approved 
personnel. 
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COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 

Public school groups, school-affiliated groups, 
university and college student groups, and student- 
related groups may use the computer hardware and/or 
computer labs, providing a media-specialist or other 
approved school employee, acting in a supervisory 
capacity, is present. Supervisors required to be on 
duty under this policy shall be paid. A supervisory 
fee shall be charged to each group. All other groups 
wishing to use computer equipment must negotiate a 
contract for that use with the assistant superintendent 
for business. 

Public school groups and school-affiliated groups may 
use district-owned software. All other groups must 
provide their own software which follows other 
requirements of this policy. All software used on 
district computers must be in compliance with 
copyright laws. No computer hardware will be used to 
illegally duplicate any copyrighted software. 

District staff members may use the computer hardware, 
software and lab facilities, for their professional 
growth by seeking the approval of the building 
principal when the use is outside the school day. 

CAFETERIA KITCHEN 

Cafeteria kitchens may be used, providing the school 
cafeteria manager or other designated cafeteria 
employee, acting in a supervisory capacity, is present, 
and providing all persons working in the kitchen 
(preparing food an/or handling kitchen equipment) meet 
the requirement for school food handlers. Cafeteria 
employees required to be on duty under this policy 
shall be paid by the group using the facility. 

SUNDAY USE 

Sunday use of school facilities will not be permitted 
except on rare occasions which, when granted, will 
require the approval of the assistant superintendent 
for business upon the recommendation of the building 
principal . 
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USE AFTER 11 P.M. 

As a general practice all building uses will terminate 
by or before 11 p.m. to allow time for the operation 
staff to clean the facilities. Any extension of time 
for extenuating circumstance must be approved by the 
assistant superintendent for business, who will also 
determine the amount of additional charges required. 

FACILITY USE POLICY SCHOOL j2 

As a service to the community and in accordance with 
state law, the Board of Education may allow the use of 
public school facilities by individuals, groups, and 
associations for educational, recreational, social, 
civic, philanthropic and other similar purposes as the 
Board deems are for the best interests of the 
community. Permission to use school facilities will be 
granted to community organizations and residents by the 
superintendent, or his or her designee, in keeping with 
the policies, rules and regulations adopted by the 
Board. However, such use will be interfere in any way 
with the regular programs and activities of the school 
district. 

A nominal rental fee to cover operational costs (heat, 
lights, etc.) and custodial service will be charged in 
accordance with a schedule recommended by the 
superintendent and approved by the Board. The fee will 
not be charged to any school-related organization. The 
Board may consider waiving the fee for special public 
programs. 

The use of playgrounds and buildings during the summer 
months for recreational purposes shall be governed by 
the superintendent according to the Board policies, 
rules, and regulations. 

Where possible, a certificate of insurance or hold- 
harmless agreement shall be provided by the persons or 
organizations using school facilities. 

Any civic group or nonprofit organization in the 
community wishing to use the building shall meet the 
following requirements: 
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1. The group must be an organized one with sufficient 
financial standing to assume responsibility for 
any possible damage that might be done to the 
property . 

2. Application must be made by the group to the 
superintendent for a date satisfactory to the 
requirements of the school program. 

3. The organization must have entered into an 
agreement to pay the custodial fee and to assume 
responsibility for any damage that may be done to 
the project, plus other charges that may be levied 
by the Board of Education. 

4. Use of the school buildings, on Sunday, shall be 
limited to those individuals who have regular 
duties to perform, and non-school groups. 

Students properly supervised by a teacher or other 
approved adult, may have use of the gym on Sunday 
afternoons from 2:00 to 5:00 p.m., with the 
approval of the building principal or 
superintendent. 

5. District students have priority in using building. 

6. No organization shall be granted the right to use 
the facilities without volunteer school personnel 
being present or paid custodial help. Al 
volunteer school personnel must be approved by 
building principal and will be responsible for 
cleaning of the building. 

7. No organization shall be allowed to use school 
facilities for fund-raising activities when an 
admission is charged; unless all net proceeds are 
utilized for students' benefit. 

Use of School Building for Private Lessons 

Members of the school staff who desire the use of 
school buildings for private lessons or for tutoring 
for which they will receive pay directly from students, 
or their parents, are requested to secure approval in 
writing from the superintendent of schools. 
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FACILITY USE POLICY SCHOOL #3 

COMMUNITY USE OF SCHOOL FACILITIES 

As a service to the community and in accordance with 
state law, the Board of Education may allow the use of 
public school facilities by individuals, groups and 
associations for educational, recreational, social, 
civic, philanthropic, and other similar purposes as the 
Board deems are for the best interests of the 
community. 

Permission to use school facilities will be granted to 
community organizations and residents by the 
superintendent, or his or her designee, in keeping with 
the policies, rules and regulations adopted by the 
Board. However, such use will not interfere in any way 
with the regular programs and activities of the school 
district. 

The use of playgrounds and buildings during the summer 
months for recreation purposes shall be governed by the 
superintendent according to the Board policies, rules 
and regulations. 

Where possible, a certificate of insurance or hold- 
harmless agreement shall be provided by the persons or 
organizations using school facilities. 

Fees 

A nominal rental fee to cover operational costs (heat, 
lights, etc.) and custodial service will be charged in 
accordance with a schedule recommended by the 
superintendent and approved by the Board. The fee will 
not be charged by any school-related organization. The 
Board may consider waiving the fee for special public 
programs. 

The Board shall approve an established fee or rental 
schedule for the use of school facilities. Such fees 
shall be consistent from school to school and based 
upon the actual cost of operation and custodial care. 

Rental fees may be waived for small groups using school 
facilities at times when they are normally opened and 
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